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Current Topics. 


THE REVOLUYTIONIST is now apparently in full possession of the 
Law Society’s Hall, and so far as we are concerned, we can only 
hope that he may establish his position there. Who would have 
dreamt of the solemn Councillors hobnobbing in their hall with 
their young disciples over a friendly weed, and (when not over- 
taken by slumber) listening with genuine interest to the frivoli- 
ties of a smoking concert? Who could have imagined such an 
undiscovered vein of practical ability as enabled them to arran 
and carry out the innovation with such remarkable success ? We 
verily believe that the Council, if they were put to it, could 
organize a ball with all the skill of the most practised West 
End hostess, or if theatricals were desired, could find among 
themselves some one who would yudertake, with brilliant success, 
the role of the ‘heavy father,” while their young friends, the 
articled clerks, would no doubt cheerfully act the part of the 
reprehensible youngsters who cause so much anxiety to the 
heavy father aforesaid. But the innovations do not stop here. 
While the Lord Chancellor and several of the judges were pre- 
paring to sit upon a lady who wanted to be admitted to Gray’s Son, 
the Council have, with much enthusiasm, ‘‘ admitted” a lady, not 
indeed to their ranks, but to their hall, with a view of providing 
the solicitor who emokes with purer and simpler subjects of con- 
templation than, it is to be feared, he usually enjoys. The 
decoration by Mrs. Gray Hixx of the new members’ smoking 
room is an admirable addition to the building. The blank of 
the frieze above the wainscoting is occupied by a series of floral 
panels which run right round the room, whilst the overmantel is 
to receive an additional floral design from her skilful hands. 
This ornamentation is the more welcome, as the building, both 
within and without, has been carried out in a much plainer 
fashion than was indicated by the architect’s original designs. 





We READ that a printed circular has been issued by the 
chief constable of Birmingham to members of the medical 
aor a in the city, in which, after stating that the dead 

ody of a newly-born child had been found in one of the 
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streets of the city, and that an inquest had been held at 
which a verdict of wilful murder had been returned, he 
requests any such physician who might be called upon to 
professionally attend any woman who appeared to have been 
recently confined under circumstances which appeared to have 
relation to the case to communicate with him by telephone or 
otherwise, One of the newspapers tak+s occasion to observe 
that this circular is an invitation to disregard the rule of 
professional secrecy by giving information upon matters which 
have come to the knowledge of a medical practitioner in the 
course of his duties. It is scarcely necessary to say that, 
whatever may be the customary rule as to professional secrecy 
in this country, the common law, which in this respect is 
unrepesled, does not protect any such matters from disclosure. 
It has often been urged that this rule of the common law is 
a hard one, and the Revised Statutes of New York have 
enacted that ‘‘no person duly authorized tv practise physic 
or surgery shall be allowed to disclose any information which 
he may have acquired in attending any patient in a profes- 
sional character, and which information was necessary to 
enable him to prescribe for such patient as a physician, or to 
do anything for him as a surgeon.” A similar law has been 
adopted by other States of the Republic, and under these 
enactments it has been held that the evidence of physicians 
who have attended a testator cannot be received to prove his 
want of testamentary capacity. The procedure of our courts 
with regard to this subject may at some future period be 
reviewed, but we cannot think that they will adopt the American 
policy of exclusion to its full extent. 





THE REAvING of a paper before the Institute of Auctioneers 
upon “ Particulars and Conditions of Sale” was followed by a 
discussion in which reference was made to the common use of 
laudatory epithets in particulars of sale, but it was contended 


that the majority of auctioneers aimed at giving honest | 


descripti ns in their particulars. Questions of misdescriptivn 
more often arise on sales of real property than on sales of 
specific chattels, but the rule in either case appears to be 
that where the misdescription, although not proceeding 
from fraud, is in a material and substantial point so far 
affecting the subject-matter of the contract that it may reason- 
ably be supposed that but for such misdescription the purchaser 
might never have entered into the contract at all, it is a 
ground for avoiding the transaction. Subject to this rule, the 
vendor is at liberty to prais~ his property in general terms, and, 
as was said, the words “ tasteful,” “ attractive,” ‘‘ respectable,” 
and, above all, “eligible” are worked very hard. The line, 
however, between statements which are taken to be merely an 
expression of opinion and those which involve the assertion of a 
fact is not always sharply drawn, as is shewn by the case where 
it was held that an untrue statement by the vendor, although 
made in ignorance, that a house which he was selling was not 
——- was held to be a bar to a suit for specific performance. A 
sim 

v. White (10 C. B. N. 8. 844), where the vendor of specific hops 
stated, at the time of making the contract, that sulphur had not 
been us+d in their growth, and upon provf that za 

fact been used, the purchaser was allowed, although the mis- 
representation was not wilful, to repudiate the contract. We 
are disposed to think that common sense and knowledge of the 
world are of more assistance in deciding whether a misdescrip- 
tion is substantial than the perusal of a number of cases in the 


reports. 





Tug axctent rule of the Jockey Club, by which nominations of | 


racehorses for particular races become void by the death of the 
nominator, was probably suggested by the still more ancient rule 
of law, common to all civilized countries, that the authority of an 
agent is revoked by the death of the principal. Weare told that 
the rule of the Jockey Club has not given entire satifaction to some 
of the members, who would prefer that a horse which has been 
entered fora race should take part in the contest in spite of the 
death of its owner. And the common law rule as to the revoca- 
tion of authority by death has aleo been found inconvenient, as is 
shewn by the powers of attorney in the form recognized by the 


ar case, on a sale of specific chattels, was that of Bannerman | 


phur had in | 


Bank of England, which provide that, in case of the death 
of the donor of the power, his executors and administratoy 
shall in certain events ratify whatsoever shall be done by the 
attorney after the death—so far as the bank is concerned, 
Efforts have also been made to escape from the rule of the 
Stock Exchange by which, if the principal dies during the 
currency of an account, the broker has to close the account by 
selling or purchasing on the best terms available amounts of 
stocks or shares equivalent to those which the principal may 
have contracted to take or may have contracted to deliver. But 
every attempt to establish a continuing authority by which the 
estate of a principal may be made liable in respect of trang. 
actions by the broker which he has entered into from time to 
time after he has had notice of the death of the principal, has 
failed. Whether such an authority could be created by express 
contract it is unnecessary to consider, for it is not usual in 
ordinary mercantile dealings to provide for the death of one of 
the parties engaged in them. 





THE LADY who sought admission as a member of one of the 
Inns of Court has failed in her appeal to the judges, their lord- 
ships’ decision being said to be that there was no prevedent fora 
lady’s admission to one of the Inns of Court, and they con- 
sidered that the benchers’ decision not to create one was reason- 
able, and ought not to be interfered with. We are not, there. 
fore, to be privileged with the sight of a Portia in the courts, 
with wig humped over her back hair. But, asks a learned 
correspondent, what would have happened if the lady’s appeal 
had succeeded? The application was for admission to the inn, 
not to the bar, and the tribunal apparently had no power to 
compel the benchers to review their previous decision. This 
appears to be clear from the few reported cases, which are all dealt 
with in ‘ Pearce’s Inns of Court.” At p. 58 the writer refers 
to Wooler’s case, reported as The King against the Benchers 
| of Lincoln’s-inn (4 B. & C. 855), where he says the whole 





question was very fully discussed, and the decision of the judges 
| was delivered by Lord Mansrizetp. This decision was reviewed in 
| Hart’s case, where Ansort, ©.J., afterwards Lord Tenrerpey, 
| said: “ Lord MansriEp, speaking of these societies, says ‘ they 
| are voluntary societies.’ The very term ‘voluntary society’ 
| imports in it a discretion in the individuals composing it to 
| admit or reject members as they please.” Later on in the 
| judgment he said: “Justice Hotroyp took the same view. 
‘All persons,’ he remarked, ‘have not a right to be admitted 
members of a college. They must be approved of by the 
college.’”” Justice LirrtepaLe expressed the same view, and 
pointed out that ‘the judges, who are visitors, interfere on the 
principle of exercising an authority over the members of the 
society as to their being called to the bar. This is not a case 
where the judges could be called on to interfere to make the 
benchers submit to government. For here the court is called 
upon to control the society in the admission of members. Now, 80 
far as the admission of members is concerned, these are voluntary 
societies not submitting to any government.” We may remark 
that in 1848 Mr. A. Haywarp, QC., appealed to the visitors of 
| the Inns of Court against the refusal of the benchers of his inn 
| to make him a bencher. The proceedings appear in a reprint 
of the Shorthand Notes, but whether this rare book, which is of 
small size and in paper cover, was originally intended only for 
circulation among the benchers, does not appear. Mr. 
Haywakp’s petition was dismissed, the judges holding that the 
benchers had a discretionary jurisdiction whom they would elect 
and that they ought not to interfere with that discretion. 











A somewnar important point on the construction of the 
| Oriminal Evidence Act, 1898, came before the Court for the 
| Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved last week in the case of 
Rea vy. Rouse and Burrell (reported elsewhere) which had been 
| tried at the Ipswich Quarter Sessions. The defendant Rovsx gave 
| evidence on his own behalf and was cross-examined, In the 
| course of cross-examination he was asked whether a cortwit 
| statement made by the prosecutor was true. He replied, 
“No; it is a lie, and he is a liar.” Counsel for the 
prosecution upon this claimed the right to cross-examine 
the defendant as to his past history and previous convic- 
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tions, and the court allowed counsel to take this course. The 
Act (section 1 (f)) provides that a prisoner giving evidence 
shall not be asked any question tending to shew that he has 
been previously convicted, or is of bad character, unless (inter 
alia) “the nature or conduct of the defence is such as to in- 
yolve imputations on the character of the prosecutor or the 
witnesses for the prosecution. Now, it is obvious that, if a 

igoner is ever to give evidence on his own behalf, he must 
in nearly every case deny the truth of some statement made by 
some witness for the prosecution. If the statement is one as to 
which the witness cannot be honestly mistaken, the denial of 
its truth is clearly an imputation of lying on the part of the 
witness. Is the prisoner to be put into the position 
that he cannot deny the statement without opening to the full 
the flood-gates of cross-examination and having his whole career 
laid bare before the jury? That surely cannot be the meaning 
of the Act. The prisoner’s specific denial of the truth of sucn a 
statement may often be no stronger than his plea of “not 
guilty,” so far as regards imputing untruth to the witness. All 
the same, there has been some difference of opinion on the 
matter; and we believemore than onechairman of quarter sessions 
has allowed a prisoner to be cross-examined as to previous con- 
yictions when he has merely denied that a witness for the 
rosecution has spoken the truth. It is, therefore, fortunate in 
the interests of justice that the question has been raised once 
for all, and finally settled, by the highest court with jurisdiction 
in such matters. That court has, without hesitation, quashed 
the convictions of the two defendants. The judges held that 
the defence necessarily involved that the statement was untrue, 
and that the mere fact that this was asserted with a great deal of 
emphasis could not amount to what the Act meant by “‘imputa- 
tions on character.” In fact, the Act must mean by these words 
some attempt to damage the witness in the eyes of the jury by 
introducing matter discreditable to him independent of the 
mere truth or untruth of his evidence. It would be very hard 
to visit upon a prisoner the fact that his language was needlessly 
srong, or that it was of the quality quite common in the class 
of life to which the prisoner belonged. 


Aw inpIcTMENT of an unusual nature was tried last week at 
the Middlesex Sessions. It was for refusing to aid and assist a 
constable in the execution of his duty. The constable in ques- 
tion had arrested a man at Ealing. The man arrested became 
very violent; threw the constable to the ground, and nearly 
suceeded in escaping. In these circumstances the constable 
called upon the prisoner (a cabman who was passing) in the 
King’s name to assi-t him, but the prisoner refused: Another 
civilian came up justin time and helped to secure the man. The 
prisoner was convicted and sentenced to a month’s imprisonment. 
It is not, apparently, as well known as it ought to be, especi- 
ally amongst the less educated classes of the public, that any able- 
bodied man is bound to give his assistance to a constable in order 
to preserve the peace, if he is called upon. There are few 
reported cases on the subject, but there are two in which forms 
of indictment are given and the law is considered. Those are Reg. 
v. Brown (C. & Mar. 314) and Reg. v. Sherlock (L. R. 1 0. C. R. 20). 
In the former case ALvERSON, B., said : ‘It is no unimportant 
matter that the Queen’s subjects should assist the officers of the 
law, when duly required to do so, in preserving the public peace ; 
and it is right that the state of the law should be known, and that 
all parties violating the duty which the law casts upon them 
should be fully aware of the very serious risk they run in case of 
refusal.”” He then proceeded to direct the jury that in order to 
support such an indictment it is necessary to prove—first, that 
the constable actually saw a breach of, the peace committed ; 
secondly, that there was a reasonable necessity for calling 
upon the defendant for his assistance; and lastly, that the 
defendant was duly called upon for his assistance, and 
that, without any physical impossibility or lawful excuse, 
he refused to render that assistance; further, that it 
was immaterial to consider whether the assistance of 
the defendant would or would not have been sufficient or use- 
ful. This case is a clear exposition of the law, but the law 
seems to have been well recognized for a very long time. It is 
dear that the obligation to assist is not an absolute one; there 
way bemany good and lawful excuses, For example, no doubt 


4 





extreme bodily weakness or old age would be good excuses. It 
would be well if this recent case were reported in every news- 
paper in the country, so that the public may be made aware of 
what their duty is, and what risk they run in refusing to do their 
duty. The duty, however, is one which every right-feeling 
and able-bodied citizen might be expected to do even though he 
were ignorant that he ran any risk in refusing. 





Tue Locat Government Board has issued an important 
circular to clerks of county councils and town clerks of 
county borough councils, drawing attention to the main provi- 
sions of the Motor-car Act (which comes into operation on the 
lst of January next), and enclosing copies of regulations under 
section 7 of the Act as to registration and licensing. The 
chief regulations are these. Applicants for registration are to 
furnish the councils with information in a scheduled form shew- 
ing the postal address and usual residence of owner, weight of 
car unladen, mode of intended user (whether for trade, &c.), and 
other particulars. An “ index mark ” in the register to be kept 
by each council is to distinguish each council by a letter or 
combination of letters (A signifying the London County Council, 
Y that of Somerset, BW that of Oxford, and so on, separately 
for each of the 262 county and county borough councils), and the 
council is then to assign a separate number to each car, which is 
to bear its letter (or letters) and number fixed on a plate in one 
of two alternative methods, of which diagrams are given, drawn 
approximately to a scale of one third, specimen No. 1 being 
| 4" |. The councils are empowered (but not enjoined) to 
supply, and charge for, the necessary plates. Copies of the 
entries in the registers are to be given by the registration 
authorities to one another and to the police upon request. As to 
licences to drive, an applicant is to state whether he is younger 
than seventeen, or than fourteen if the licence is to be for 
driving a motor cycle, with other particulars mainly as to 
disqualification by conviction, and it is pointed out in the 
circular that ‘it is the duty ” of the council to grant the licence 
applied for, except to a person disqualified under the Act—«., 
by youth, conviction, or disqualifying order (see sections 3 and 
4 of the Act) on payment of the 5s. fee. 


As ro the inland revenue duty on chauffeurs, under section 13, 
it is stated that the Ialand Revenue Commissione s, ‘“‘do no: 
propose to require the payment of male servant licence duty 
in respect of servants employed to drive motor-cars properly 
inscribed with the owner’s name and address, and used solely 
. . . 80 as to be within the scope of the exemption (see section 4 
(3) of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888); from carriage 
licence duty conferred in favour of trade carts ’—a dispensing 
power of questionable legality, but protected by the mitiyations 
allowed by section 35 of the Inland Revenue Regulation Act, 
1890. Due provision is made for licensing any person not 
resident in the United Kingdom (see section 7 (1) (4)) 
on the council being “ satisfied”—a term excluding appeal— 
that he is not so resident. As to “restrictions and 
reckless driving’’ the board are advised that the measure of 
sixteen feet in width of road under section 8 “must 
ordinarily be taken to refer to the s between the fences or 
other boundaries of a highway.” There is a most important 
recommendation to local authorities ‘‘to refrain from proposing 
any extended resort to the powers of sections 8 and 9 of the 
Act” (as to prohibition and restriction of speed to ten miles an 
hour) “until it is seen that no other provisions of the statute 
render such a resort indispensable,” as “it will be remembered 
that any widespread imposition of restrictions and special speed 
hits will not only be somewhat burdensome to motorists, but 
also involve local authorities in considerable trouble and 
expense” in giving the public notices required by section 10. 
The question of increase of statutory weight from three to four 
tons, under section 12, is to be referred to a departmental com- 
mittee ; a separate communication as to “danger” sign-posts is 
to be made to the local authorities, and it is pro to reseind 
and re-issue, in a shape-amended by the light experience, the 
order of November, 1896, on the construction of which Smith v. 
Boon (49 W. R. 480) and Mayhew v. Sutton (50 W. R. 216) were 
decided. Both circular and regulations bear marks of having 
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been framed with extreme care, and will require diligent con- 
sideration on the part of county and county borough councils, 
justices, and motorists. 





THe pocrrinzE which validates a parol agreement that is 
merely collateral to an agreement for the sale of land sometimes 
runs into refined distinctions, but the recent case of Boston v. 
Boston (ante, p. 32) seems to he a tolerably clear instance of its 
application. A wife was urging her husband to live in a larger 
house. His answer was that he could not afford it. She had 
recently become entitled to a sum of money under a will, and she 
raid that, if he would buy a particular house, she would make 
him a present of it. He bought the house for £1,400, and they 
lived in it, but she did not provide the money. Subsequently 
they separated, and in an action brought by the wife to recover 
certain furniture, the husband counterclaimed for the £1,400. 
Her defence was that her agreement to give the house was 
within the words of section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, which 
require a memorandum in writing as a condition of suing upon 
“any contract or sale of lands, tenements, or hereditaments, 
or any interest in or concerning them.” But it was held 
by Wits, J., and the Court of Appeal that the agreement 
was outside the purchase of the house. No _ interest 
in land was acquired by the husband by virtue of 
the wife’s promise. In effect, it was a promise that, if he 
bought the house, she would find the purchase-money. The 
contract within the statute was the contract between the 
husband and the vendor of the house, and the contract with the 
wife was a contract that in a certain contingency she would pay 
him £1,400. Upon this contract accordingly she was liable 
notwithstanding that it was merely verbal. Similarly in Angell 
v. Duke (L. R. 10 Q B. 174) a promise by the defendant, the 
owner of a furnished house, that if the plaintiff would become 
tenant he would do certain repairs, and send in additional furni- 
ture, was held to be collateral tu the agreement of tenancy, and 
enforceable without a memorandum in writing. The test of 
the validity of such an agreement is that it must not by itself 
create any interest in the land; in other words, no obligation 
must arise under it until the interest in land has been already 
otherwise created. 





Tse rvtz of English law by which the inhabitants of the 
hundred or other area in which property is damaged by persons 
riotously and tumultuously assembled together are liable in 
certain cases to pay compensation for such damage, and which is 
perpetuated in the Riot (Damages) Act, 1886, appears also to 
prevail in countries the population and customs of which are 
wholly dissimilar to those of England. We are informed that 
if any stranger is attacked by persons riotously assembled in 
Canton, and the offenders cannot be secured, the division of 
the city in which the outrage took place is liable to pay com- 
pensation to the person injured. 








The Real Estate Charges Acts. 


Tue interesting case of Re Fraser, Lowther v. Fraser (Times, 1st 
inst.) shews that the possibilities of litigation on Locke-King’s 
Act (17 & 18 Vict. c, 113) and the amending Acts—now known 
as the Real Estate Charges Acts, 1854, 1867, and 1877—are not 
yet exhausted. A testator had contracted for the purchase at 
the price of some £11,000 of a rent-charge of £402 charged 
upon certain leasehold property. He died before completion of 
the contract, and the purchase-money was paid by his personal 
representatives out of his general personal estate. By his 
wil he gave “‘all real estate and chattels real in England” to 
which he might be entitled at his death, except what he had 
otherwise disposed of, to a devisee and legatee who predeceased 
him. There being apparently no gift of residue, there was 
consequently an intestacy as to the subject-matter of this gift, 
and, inasmuch as Byxyz, J., held that the rent-charge, issuing 
as it did out of leasehvlds, was a chattel real, this devolved 
> oe next-of-kin. But the benefit of this circumstance to 
depended on the question whether or no they took the 
subject to a liability to bear the burden of the vendor’s 


In principle Locke-King’s Act undoubtedly extended to every 
case where specific property of a testator or intestate was subject 
to incumbrances properly affecting that property, although such 
incumbrances constituted debts which, under the previous law, 
were payable primarily out of the general personal estate ; the 
principle being that the specific property should bear its own 
burden. But the Act was couched in such terms as to restrict it 
to sums of money charged by way of mortgage on real estate, 
Thus it enacted that where any person died seised of or entitled 
to any estate or interest in land or other hereditaments which 
should at the time of his death be charged with the payment 
‘of any sum or sums of money by way of mortgage,” then, in 
the absence of signification of a contrary intention, ‘‘ the heir or 
devisee” was not to be entitled to have the mortgage debt dis. 
charged out of the personal estate, but, as between the different 
persons claiming under the deceased person, the land or 
hereditaments so charged were to be primarily liable to 
payment of the mortgage debt. The reference here to “‘ heir or 
devisee”’ shews that the property subject to the charge must be 
such as devolves upon an heir or devisee, and hence it was 
held that the Act did not apply to leaseholds (Solomon v. Solomon, 
12 W. R. 540; Re Wormsley’s Estate, 4 Ch. D. 665) ; and 
since the incumbrance had to be by way of mortgage, it was 
held that the Act did not extend to a vendor’slien, which arises 
by operation {of law (Hood v. Hood, 5 W. R. 747; Barnwell v. 
Iremonger, 1 Dr. & Sm. 255). Moreover, the provision for 
the exclusion of the Act by signification of a ‘‘ contrary inten- 
tion’ led to difficulty in cases where the testator had given 
directions for payment of his debts out of his personal esate: 
see Eno v. Tatham (3 D. J. & 8. 443). 

The last two points were dealt with by the Real Estate 
Charges Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 69), which by section 1 
enacted that a general direction for payment of a testator’s debts 
out of his person. estate should not be deemed to be a declara- 
tion of an intention contrary to the rule established by the earlier 
Act, unless such contrary intention was further declared by words 
expressly or by necessary implication referring to debts charged 
by way of mortgage on any part of the testator’s real estate. 
Hence in Re Rossiter (13 Ch. D. 355), where a testator directed 
his executors to pay all his just debts, funeral and testamentary 
expenses, out of his personal estate in exoneration of his real 
estate, it was held that this did not exempt the real estite from 
liability to bear mortgage debts. There were no words expressly 
or by necessary implication referring to such debts. And by 
section 2 of the Act of 1867, the word “ mortgage” in that 
Act and in the Act of 1854 was extended “to any lien for unpaid 
purchase-money upon any lands or hereditaments purchased by 
a testator.” The use of the word “testator” was probably 
inadvertent, but it had the consequence of preventing the exten- 
sion to vendor’s lien from having effect as regards the estate of 
an intestate. The language of the Act, said Bacon, V.C., im 
Harding v. Harding (13 Eq. 493), was express, and the case of 
a purchaser dying intestate leaving the purchased property 
su’ ject to a vendor’s lien was a casus omissus therein. This 
omission was remedied by the Act of 1877 (40 & 41 Vict. c. 34), 
and at the same time the earlier Acts were extended to lands of 
any tenure. Thus it was enacted that the Acts of 1854 and 1867 
should, ‘‘as to any testator or intestate dying after the 31st of 
December, 1877, be held to extend to a testator or intestate dying 
seised or possessed of or entitled to any land or other hereditaments 
of whatever tenure which shall at the time of his death be charged 
with the paymeut of any sum or sums of money by way of 
mortgage, or any other equitable charge, including amy lien 
for unpaid purchase-money ; and the devisee or legatee or heir 
shall not be entitled to have such sum or sums discharged 
or satisfied out of any other estate of the testator or intestate 
unless (ia the case of a testator) he shall Within the meaning of 
the said Acts have signified a contrary intention.” ‘Ihe inclusion 
in this enactment of ‘hereditaments of whatever tenure,’’ ant 
the reference to devisee or Jegatee or beir”’ shew that it has ex- 
tended the Acts to leaseholds (Re Kershaw, 37 Oh. D. 674}; and 
the reference to intestates shews that the Acts now extend to 4 
vendor’s lien on hereditaments purchased by a vendor 
who dies intestate (He Cockeroft, Broadbent v. Groves, 24 
Ch. D., p. 100); though, as was noticed by Kay, J., ™ 





lien for the purchase-money,. 


the case just cited, there is still a defect of draftemanship. 





Act of 18 
or deed 
expressl0O 
expressed 
to throw 
or intesta 
estate. 

In the 
whether ' 
hereditar 
jssuing © 
than tho 
or interes 
sible that 


Act, afte 
or other 

jand or | 
and hen¢ 
words to 
comment 
1877 exy 
heir” to 
estate, — 
on this 

it was re 
BYRNE, « 
so that t 
the hand 
had to | 
could ha 
held tha 
man to 

whom tk 
next-of-] 
the amo 


Tur jud 
y. Marit 
to a logi 
been es’ 
who has 
voyage, 
of the sl 
does no 
risk at — 
“T shor 
CampseEl 
in all ve 
framed ; 
and he: 
an opin: 
recogniz 
But ° 
warrant 
conside 
attaches 
into a c 
Brackst 
p 88). 
J., in 
of the v 
facie ati 
thip sha 
which is 
Tepairs, 
sufficien 
destinat 
continu 


1903. 
—= 
d to every 
as subject 
ough such 
vious law, 
state ; the 
ir its own 
restrict it 
val estate, 
r entitled 
nts which 

payment 
’ then, in 
16 heir or 
debt dis. 

different 
land or 
iable to 

*¢ heir or 
must be 
2 it was 
Solomon, 
35); and 
e, it was 
ch arises 
rnwell y, 
sion for 
ry inten- 
id given 
l esate: 


l Estate 
ection | 
r’s debts 
declara- 
e earlier 
y words 
charged 
estate. 
lirected 
nentary 
lis real 
@ from 
‘pressly 
And by 
in that 
unpaid 
used by 
‘obably 
exten- 
state of 
ae 
case of 
roperty 
This 
c. 34), 
nds of 
d 1867 
31st of 
dying 
rments 
rarged 
vay of 
y lien 
r heir 
arged 
restate 
ing of 
lusion 
’ and 
as ex- 
; and 
ito 4 
endor 
s, 24 
in 
aship. 


Dec. 5» 1903 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 48.] 81 











—— —— 
The draftsman of the Act of 1877 forgot that under the 
Act of 1854 ‘‘ contrary intention ” might be expressed by “ will 
or deed or other document,” and he allowed only for the 
ression of a contrary intention by will; so that if it has been 
expressed by deed, then it is ineffectual in the case of an intestate 
to throw vendor’s lien, and, in the case (apparently) of a testate 
or intestate,to throw a mortgage on leaseholds, upon the personal 
“Tn the present case of Ze Fraser it had to be determined 
whether the provision that a vendor’s lien on “land or other 


hereditaments of whatever tenure’ extended to a rent-charge | 
| 234), though the division there suggested contemplated a varying 


jssuing out of leasehold property. These words are less extensive 
than those used in the Act of 1854, which specify “‘ any estate 
orinterest in any land or other hereditaments,” so that it was pos- 
sible that the neglect of the draftsman of the Act of 1877 to follow 
the language of the statute which he was desiring to amend had 
resulted in still excluding from the operation of the Acts property 
which, according to their general principle, ought clearly to fall 
within them. But as Byrnz, J., pointed out, Locke-King's 
Act, after first speaking of ‘‘any estate or interest ia any land 
or other hereditaments,” subsequently uses the phrase “such 
land or hereditaments ’’ as referring to the same subject-matter, 
and hence in an amending Act it is not difficult to refer similar 
words to the more extensive phrase with which the principal Act 
commences. There is a further difficulty in that the Act of 
1877 expressly excludes the right of the “‘devisee or legatee or 
heir” to have a vendor’s lien discharged out of the personal 
estate, but is silent as to ‘‘next-of-kin;” but to insist 
on this point would lead to consequences so absurd that 
it was regarded as untenable. To quote the case instanced by 
Byrne, J., if a legatee of chattels real predeceased the testator 
so that the property passed on an intestacy, it would be free in 
the hands of the next-of-kin from a burden which it would have 
had to bear in the hands of the legatee. The Legislature 
could hardly be credited with intending this result, and it was 
held that it did not follow from the mere omission of the drafts- 
man to describe with accuracy all the classes of persons on 
whom the property might devolve. Hence, in the result, the 
next-of-kin took the rent-charge subject to liability to reimburse 
the amount of the purchase-money to the testator’s estate. 








Warranty of Seaworthiness. 


Tur judgment of the Court of Appeal in Greenock Steamship Co 
y. Maritime Insurance Co. (1903, 2 K. B. 657) appears to carry 
to a logical conclusion the principles which have in recent years 
been established as to the mode in which a steamship owner, 
who has insured his ship on a voyage policy for a lengthened 
voyage, must discharge his liability to warrant the seaworthiness 
ofthe ship. If the ship is insured on a time policy the question 
does not arise, for whether she is at the commencement of the 
tisk at home or abroad, there is no warranty of seaworthiness 
“TI should be glad that it should be understood,” said Lord 
CampBett in Gibson v. Small (4 H. L. C., p. 424), “that there is 
in all voyage policies, but that there is not in any time policies, 
framed in the usual terms, a condition of seaworthiness implied ”’ ; 
and he repeated this opinion in Faweus v. Sarsfield (6 E. & B. 192), 
an opinion which in Dudg-on v. Pembroke (2 App, Cas. 284) was 
recognized as representing s+ttled law. 

But while time policies are thus put out of the way, the 
warranty of seaworthiness is a matter which has to be carefully 
considered in respect of every voyage policy, and the warranty 
attaches also in exactly the same way when a shipowner enters 
into a contract for the carriage of goods: see judgment of Lord 
Biackpurn in Steel v. State Line Steamship Co. (3 App. Cas., at 
ee). In respect of such last-mentioned contract A.L. Sirs, 

J., in The Vortigern (1899, P. 140, at p. 152) defined the nature 
of the warranty as fellows: ‘‘The implied warranty which promd 
facie attaches to a charter-party such as the present is that the 
thip shall be seaworthy for the voyage at the time of sailing, by 
which is meant that the vessel shall then be in a fit state as to 
tepairs, equipment, and crew, and in all other respects, 
sufficient to take her in ordinary circumstances to her port of 
destination, though there is no warranty that the ship shall 
continue seaworthy during the voyage.” But the bunker coals 






































are part of the equipment of a steamship, and hence this require- 
ment, if construed literally, would necessitate her having on 
board at the commencement of the voyage sufficient coals to 
carry her right through the voyage. If, however, the voyage is 
a long one, this is impracticable, and it has been recognized that 
such a voyage may be divided into stages, and that the warranty 
of seaworthiness is satisfied if the ship is made at the beginning 
of each stage of the voyage seaworthy in respect of that stage. 
The principle that a voyage might be divided into stages for the 
purpose of the warranty was recognized in Zhe Quebec Marine 
Insurance Co. v. The Commercial Bank of Canada (Li. R.3 P. OC. 


use of the ship from time to time—according, for instagce, as 
she was in port, or in a river, or employed for some special pur- 
pose at sea. “It has been decided,” said Lord Penzance, 
‘that the vessel, in cases where these several distinct stages of 
navigation involve the necessity of a different equipment, or 
state of seaworthiness, must be properly equipped, and in all 
respects seaworthy for each of these stages of the voyage respec- 
tively at the time when she enters upon each stage; otherwise 
the warranty of seaworthiness is not complied with.” But in 
The Vortigern (supra) the principle was extended, in the case of a 
contract of affreightment, to the division of a voyage into stages 
for the purpose of coaling, with the result that the implied 
warranty cast upon the shipowner the duty of seeing that the 
ship was sufficiently supplied with coal at the commencement of 
each successive stage of the voyage. The matter was concisely 
put by Cotziys, L.J., as follows: ‘‘The warranty for sea- 
worthiness must be construed by reference to the reasonably 
possible standard applicable to such a vessel on such a voyage. 
The voyage, therefore, for this purpose must be looked upon as 
divided into stages, with the necessary incident that the warranty 
must be adjusted accordingly. It follows that the warranty 
must cover a condition that the vessel shall, at the commence- 
ment of each stage, be in this respect seaworthy for that stage.” 
In other words, the shipowner is necessarily excused from the 
condition of finding coal at the beginning of the voyage for the 
whole voyage, and in lieu of so doing he is required to satisfy 
his warranty anew at successive intervals corresponding to the 
commencement of the successive stages into which the voyage 
is divided for coaling purposes. 

The decision in Zhe Vortigern was concerned, as we have 
observed, with a contract of affreightment, but the principle of 
it applied equally to the warranty of seaworthiness implied on a 
contract of insurance, and a decision to this effect has now been 
given in Greenock Steamship Co. v. Maritime Insurance Co. 
(supra). The case of The Vortigern was, as Rowgr, LJ., 
pointed out, really decided in favour of shipowners. 
“Tt was to free them in long voyages from what would 
otherwise have been a most onerous obligation on their 
part in the case of steamers—namely, that they would 
have been obliged, however long the voyage might be, to 
ship coal sufficient to last the whole of the voyage.” In the 
present case the policy was for a round voyage from the 
United Kingdom to ports on the west coast of South America, 
and back again, with liberty to call at places on the east 
coast of South America. The ship called at Monte Video, but 
sailed thence without having sufficient coal to take her to St. 
Vincent, her next placs of call, where in ordinary course she would 
coal again. In consequence some of the ship's fittings and of 
the cargo had to be burnt as fuel. In an action to recover the 
loss so incurred on the policy, it was held that the warranty 
of seaworthiness had not been complied with, and the action 
consequently failed. 








The Lord Chancellor presided at a meeting of the Rule Commitiee of the 
judges of the House of Lords on Wednesday afternoon. 


The latest aid to the identification of criminals in France is, says the 
Paris correspondent of the Daily Mail, the X-rays. The head of the 
Radiographic Laboratory at the Saltpetriére Hospital has collected 8,000 
negatives of fractures and other*internal anomalies. The other hospitals 
of Paris, probably contain twice as many more, and it has been suggested 
that these or similar records might be of the greatest utility, where other 
indications fail, to establish identity. It is even proposed that a system 
of preventive radiography showld be enforced, every criminal being 
subjected to the X-rays as soon as arrested; and Dr. Socquet, the well- 
known police surgeon, is understood to be in favour of giving the 
experiment a practical trial. 
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Reviews. 


Books Received. 


The Julicial Dictionary of Words and Phrases Judicially Inter- 
preted, to which has been added Statutory Definitions. By F. 
STRovD, Barrister-at-Law, Recorder of Tewkesbury. Second Edition. 
In Three Volumes. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons 
( Limited). 

A Treatise upon the Law of Extradition, and the Practice There- 
under in Great Britain, Canada, the United States and France, with 
the Conventions upon the Subject Existing between England and the 
ForeignWNations, and the Cases Decided Thereon. By Sir EDWARD 
CLARKE, Knt., K.C., Her Muajesty’s Solicitor-General 1886-1892. 
Fourth Edition. Prepared by the Author and E. PERCIVAL CLARKE, 
B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Bills of Sale Acts, with an Epitome of the Law as Affected by 
the Acts. By Herpert Reep, K.C. Twelfth Edition. Waterlow 
Bros. & Layton (Limited). 


Paterson’s Practical Statutes: The Practical Statutes of the 
Session 1903 (3 Ed. 7), with Introductions, Notes, Tables of Statutes 
Repealed and Subjects Altered; Lists of Local and Personal and 
Private Acts, and a Copious Index. Edited by JAMES SUTHERLAND 
Corton, Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 


English and Indian Law of Torts. By RATANLAL RANCHHODDAS, 
B.A., LL.B., Vakil, High Court, and Dutras~aAL KEsHAVLAL, B.A. 
Second Edition. The Bombay Law Reporter Office. 








Correspondence. 


The Compound Settlement. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Your article last week upon the case of /te Lord Strafford's 
Settled Estates concludes with the remark: ‘‘ As long as the Legisla- 
ture abstains from interfering, there is every probability that the 
‘compound settlement’ will continue to be a frequent cause of 
expense.” Is it clear that an amendment of the statute law is needed 
for the relief of the present distress? Is not the remedy within the 
scope of judicial power? At present there is a difficulty in obtaining 
a reconsideration of some late decisions constituted by the circum- 
stance that it is easier and cheaper to obtain an appointment of new 
trustees by the court, than to obtain a decision, after argument, that 
the appointment by the court of trustees of what is called a ‘com- 
cound settlement’ is or is not in a particular case necessary. As 
things stand, there is primd fucie authority for saying that where there 
is a compound settlement trustees of it can only be appointed by the 
court, and upon an application to the court to appoint trustees of 
such a settlement it is unlikely that any one will be concerned to call 
the attention of the judge to the question whether he has jurisdiction 
to comply with the application, or, if he has jurisdiction, whether it is 
expedient for bim to exercise it. If the trustees of the compound 
settlement exist, he has not authority to appoint others upon such an 
application (Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 38). If conventional powers 
exist which authorize persons nominated by the settlements to make 
the needed appointments, the court will at least decline to act (Re 
Gadd, 23 Ch. D. 134). The intervention of an amicus curie is needed. 

A CONVEYANCER. 





A Misprinted Statute. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Al!l your readers who subscribe to the Law Reports will 
have received, enclosed in the Weekly Notes of last Saturday, the 
28th of November, a leaf to be substituted for that constituting pp. 
105, 106, of the published statutes. The printers have not indicated 
the points which required correction, and I have carefully scrutinized 
the two editions with the view of discovering them. 

The on!y points on which I have found the new edition differ from 
the old are that the first word of the sixth line of sub-section 2 of 
section 1 is ‘‘relate’’ instead of ‘‘ relates,” and in the previous line 
the comma after ‘‘ board” is struck out and a new comma placed 
after ‘‘ Act.’’ 

This alteration will be seen to produce « very material effect. It 
is clearly more convenient to have th- original copy bound u) and to 
make this alteration in it, rather than to substitute the separate page, 
which may easily become detached. Your readers may therefore be 
glad of this information. A. DB. . 


Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Winding up Ord+r—Restricted Form.—In Re New Imperial 
Electric Lamp Co., on the 18th of February, 1903, Buckley, J., made 
a@ compulsory winding-up order restricted by the following words: 
‘* But the proceedings under this order are to be limited (unless anj 
until further directions are given by the court) to such as may be 
necessary for the purposes of (a) the compliance with the require. 
ments of sections 7 and 8 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890; 
(6) taking possession of and realizing the assets of the said company; 
and (c) the taxation aud payment of the costs as hereinafter 
directed.” Tbe order then appointed one of the official 
receivers provisional liquidator, ‘‘but with powers limited in the 
first instance to the proceedings above referred to,” and directed 
taxation and payment of the costs of the petitim. This form 
of order, with some slight modification, was adopted by tbe same 
judge a few weeks ago, but when he was recently asked by the 
petitioner’s counsel to make a similar order, he said that it had been 
found that such an order was inconvenient and did not effect the 
object with a view to which it had been framed—namely, to save 
expense, and intimated that in future such orders would not be made, 
—(Buckley, J., Dec. 1, 1903.) 


Forged Transfers.—The duties of the plaintiff corporation under 
its private Act, with reference to the transfer of its stock, were 
substantially the same as those of a company under thé Companies Act, 
1862, with reference to # transfer of its shares. The defendants, 
innocently, sent in for registration a transfer of stock to them- 
selves, with a letter requesting registration and a new certificate, 
The corporation, without acting negligently, registered the 
defendants as owners of the stock and sent them the certificate, 
Shortly afterwards the defendants sold the stock to a person 
who was duly registered as holder. Years afterwards it turned out 
that one of the signatures to the original transfer had been forged, 
and the corporation had to buy stock fur the original bolder and make 
good his loss. The Court of Appeal, reversing the decision of Lord 
Alverstone, C.J. (1903, 1 K. B. 1), held that the defendants were not 
liable to indemnify the corporation against theloss. This wholesome 
decision will relieve all stock and shareholders who have acquired 
title by transfer from great anxiety. The ground of the decision is 
that the corporation acted under its statutory duty, and not volun- 
tarily by reason of the defendants’ request, and both Vaughan 
Williams and Stirling, L.JJ., were careful to point out that the pro- 
virions of the private Act as to keepiug a register of transfers and 
issuing certificates were not materially different from those of the 
Companies Act, 1862. Probably they were practically identical also 
with the provisions of the Companies Clauses Act, and the importance 
of the decision is very great.—SHEFFIELD CORPORATION v. BARCLAY 
(C. A., Aug. 11) (1903, 2 K. B. 580). 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


RASCH & CO. (APPELLANTS) v. WULFERT (RESPONDENT). 
30th Nov. 


Practice—Service Ovr or Jurispicrion—Summons to Enrorce Awarp— 
Awarp AGarsst Forricnerk Resmimg Apsoap — Supmission 10 
ReEYERENCE—SvBMISSION TO JURISDICTION—ARBITRATION Act, 1889, s. 12 
—R.58.C., 1883, XI. 

This was an appeal from an order of Ridley, J., allowing service out of 
the jurisdiction of a summons to enforce an award. Rasch & Co., who 
were foreigners residing and carrying on business as wall paper manu- 
facturersat Bramsche, in Germany, by a contract in writing, dated Loncon, 
the 4th of March, 1902. appointed Wulfert and another to be their agents 
in Evgland. The contract contained a clause by which it was agreed that 
any disputes should be submitted to two arbitrators, one to be appointed by 
earh party, according and subject to the provisions of the Arbi'ration Act, 
1889. Wulfert instituted arbitration proceedings against Rasch & Co., 
and appointed an-arbitrator. Rasch & Co. did not appoint any arbitrator, 
and the hearing of the arbitration took place in their absence before the 
sole arbitrator, who made an award in favour*of Wulfert for £2,000. 
Wulfert then applied ez parte for an order that he might be at liberty to 
issue a summons in the arbitration for leave to enforce the award in the 
same menner as a judgment or order to the same effect under section 12 
of the Arbitration Act, and that substituted service of the summons might 
be effected on Rasch & Co. in Germany. Master Archibald allowed the 
application. On the hearing of the summons Rasch & Co. appeared 
under protest, and Master Archibald then refused to grant leave 
to enforce the award, being of opinion, on consideration, that the 
order for substituted service ab: had been made without jurisdic 
tion. On appeal Ridley, J., held that leave for service out of the 
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jurisdiction had been rightly grdnted in the first instance, and ordered 
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— 
that the matter should be remitted to the master. Rasch & Co. appealed. 
It was argued on their behalf that there was no power to allow service out 
of the jurisdiction of a summons to enforce an award. Order 11 applied 
only to writs. It had been held that an originating summons could not be 
served out of the jurisdiction: Re Busfield, Whaley v. Busfield (34 W. R. 
372, 32 Ch. D. 123). It was contended on the part of the respondent that 
the arbitration clause amounted to a submission to reference, and the 
appellants had thereby brought themselves within the jurisdiction of the 
court, and the respondent was entitled to enforce his award under section 
12 of the Arbitration Act. 

Tur Covrt (Cotiins, M.R., and Marnew, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 

(ortins, M.R., said the rules providing for service out of the jurisdic- 
tion by their terms only applied to writs. It had been decided that they 
did not cover an originating summons, which was the nearest approach to 
a writ. He did not think the respondent had shewn that the appellants 
had brought themselves within the jurisdiction of the court. The 

ndent was not proceeding by writ, and service out of the jurisdiction 

could not be allowed. The respondent could not bein a better position 
with regard to service out of the jurisdiction than if he were proceeding 
by originating summons. 

Marnew, L.J., concurred.—Covunse., Montague Lush, K.C., and Frank 
Gover; J. R. Atkin, Soxtcrrors, W. Sanders Fiske ; Swepstone § Stone. 


[Reported by F, G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law-] 


Re SIMPSON (DECEASED). SIMPSON v. SIMPSON AND OTHERS. 
No, 2. 7th, 9th, and 10th Nov. 


Marniace SerrLement — Construction — Covenant To Setrie AFrrTer- 
ACQUIRED Property—Derep or SEpaRATION—CLAUSE AS TO CHANGE OF 
Domicr.—Winow’s “jus RELICT®’’ BY THE Law or ScorLanpD. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. The facts were as 
follow: The Reverend Wiliam Simpson was a clergymau of the Scottish 
Episcopal Church. By the marriage settlement of Mr. and Mrs. Simpson 
(née Hall), dated the z7th of January, 1873, it was amongst other things 
covenanted ‘‘that if the said Alice Isabel Hall now is, or ic at any time 
during the said intended coyerture the said Alice Isabel Hall, or the said 
William Simpson in ker right shall become in any manner entitled to or 
acquire an absolute power of disposition over any real or personal property 
which shali amount, or be equal in value from any one source at any one 
time to the sum of £200 for any estate or interest whatsoever, save only 
and except any estate or interest to which she is, or she or the said 
William Simpson in her right shall become entitled for her life 
only or for a less period . . . and save also and except any 
property as to which the donor, settlor, or testator from whom the same 
snall be acquired shall indicate an intention that the same shall not fall 
under the operation of such a covenant, then and in every such case th 
said A. I. Hall and W. Simpson and each of them” shall settle such 
after-acquired property upon certain trusts therein mentioned. In the 
year 1895 Mr. and Mrs. Simpson separated and executed a deed of separa- 
tion, dated the 28th of February, 1895, by which the husband agreed and 
declared that in the event of his death survived by the wife, her rights in 
his means and estate should not be less thau she would have been entited 
to by the law of Scotland if he had been a domiciled Scotchman at the 
date of his death, notwithstauding he may have been m fact domiciled. 
elsewhere at the date of that event. There were three children of the 
marriage. ‘The husband died a domiciled Scotchman. Onder the law of 
Scotland a widow has a jus relicte, which is a right which merges into and 
vests in her upon her husband's death extending to one-third of his per- 
sonal or movable estate. This is the lawif there are children, as there 
were here. During the husband's lifetime the wife had only what is called 
& spes sucecssionis in respect of his property, and 1t was competent for him 
during his lifetime to dispose of all his personal or movable estate, and the 
result would have been that the widow, Mrs. Simpson, would have acquired 
nothing. Mr. Simpson died possessed of personal or movable estate to the 
amount of about £16,000, and Mrs. Simpson would have been entitled to 
one-third of that—namely, £5,333, her chitdren to one-third, aud the 
remaining one-third to the next-of-kin if not disposed of. The question 
at the trial before Buckley, J., was whether the sum that became payable 
was bound by the covenant to settle after-acquired property in the 
marriage settlement of Mr. and Mrs. Simpson mentioned above, and which 
Was not to be affected by change of domuicil, or in other words what pro- 
perty, if any, the wife had during the coverture in respect of this sum of 
£5,333. She had none, because it was only ber husbaud’s death that gave 
her a right to icat all, it came to her on the expiration of the coveriure, 
and it was determinable by his death, but the covenant contained in the 
deed of separation was property of her’s during the coverture. She there- 


fore during the coverture was entitled to a covenant for payment of a 


sum which was the £5,333. The learned judge held that the £5,333 fell 
into the settlement. From this the defendants appealed. 

Tae Covrr (Vavenan Witttams, Romer, and Sriauino, L.JJ.) allowed 

appeal. 

Vavcnan Wuttams, L.J , after reading the material clauses in the 
marriage settlement and deed of separation, continued: The question 
isthis. It turns out that Mr. Simpson predeceasel his wife, after his 
death he left personal estate which would have been subject to the widow's 
tight under the jus relicte by Scotch law, and the widow was entitled to 
one-third of this. We have to consider whether that amount to which she 
Would have been entitled is an amount which has to be handed to the 
trustees. It depends on two considerations, and one must ascertam the 
Words used in the settlement and the words used in the deed of separation, 
and see whether the sum to which Mrs. Simpson is entitled under the 
covenant in the settlement falls within or without that in the deed of 
feparation. Now, what is Mrs, Simpson’s position? To my mind she gets 


the benefit of a covenant and nothing else. The jus relicte is a right which 
the widow has to come in and hold against the estate of her late husband, 
and, secondly, against the rights of his creditors. When one has te 
consider Mrs. Simpson's rights under this covenant, it seems clear 
that this is a covenant to indemnify. Mrs. Simpson’s right is a right 
to s if there has been a breach of trust. If thisisthe nature of Mrs. 
Simpson’s right, it is not a certain claim at any time, it is only a possible 
claim to damages which might have come to Mrs. Simpson after her 
husband's death. This being the nature of her claim, it fps shortly 
on the meaning of the term ‘‘ property ’’ inthis covenant, and one must, in 
deciding this, look at the settlement as a whole, and construs it in the 
light of the object of the settlement. [His lordship referred to Re Edwards 
(22 W. R. 144.] It cannot be said that this claim falls within the 
Operation of the covenant in the settlement or that the operation of that 
covenant extends to a claim for indemnity, a claim which could not arice 
during the coverture at all. Iam therefore of opinion that the learned 
judge was wrong. 

Romer and Sriruinc, LJJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Covnset, Wace, Bovill, and J. Israel. Soxicrrors, Routh, Stacey, § Castle, 

[Reported by A. R. Tayztour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
















































High Court—Chancery Division. 


BALCHIN v. LORD EBURY AND OTHERS. Kekewich, J. 
23rd and 24th Nov. 

Provipent Funp—Rvutes—AsroGaTion—RiGHT OF Memper to SHARE IN 
Funps—Suop Crivrs Act, 1902 (2 Ep. 7, c. 21), ss. 1, 2, 3, anv 6. 
This action was brought to decide whether the effect of the Shop Clubs 

Act, 1902, which came into operation on the Ist of January, 1903, was to 

abrogate the existing rules of a provident fund which was in existence at 

the passing of this Act, but which was not registered as required by that 

Act. The plaintiff, in August, 1898, entered the service of the Army and 

Navy Auxiliary Co-operative Stores, in connection with which was a 

provident tund, of which the directors of the stores, the present defendants, 

were the trustees and managers. As all the employees were compelled to 
join this fund (the subscriptions to which were on a recognized scale), 
the plaintiff was required to sign a set of rules, of which rule 6 provided 
that ‘‘ no person dismissed from the company’s employment or leaving 
it of his or her own accord shall have auy claim upon the provident fund ; 
but in the case of prolonged service the trustees shall have absolute 
discretion, under circumstances which they may deem exceptional, 
to return to him or her the whole sum which he or she has 
subscribed, and to add thereto a bonus, provided such bonus shall 
net exceed in amount the whole sum subscribed’ by the recipient.’’ 

The plaintiff, in March, 1900, being a teservist, went to South Africa, but, 

returned in August, 1902, and resumed his employment. The company 

during this prriod paid his subscriptions to the provident fund. In 

Uctover, 1902, after the passing of the Shop Clubs Acts, but before it came 

into operation, the defendants revoked the rule making the m-+mbership 

of the provident fund compulsory on all workmen, and obtained the 
signatures of nearly all the workmen toa new form of agreement, which 
set out that the workman was a voluntary member of the provident fund. 

The plaintiff did not sign this agreement, and left the defendant company’s 

employ in January, 1903 ; he then claimed that his share of the funds of the 

compulsory provident fund might be ascertained by actuarial calculation and 
that the amount so ascertained might be paid tohim. For the plaintiff it 








was contended that after the Shop Clubs Act, 1902, came into operation 
the provident fund became illegal, as it had not been registered, and the 
existing rules became void, and that the words in section 6, ‘ contrary to 
the rules of the club,’’ referred to the option in that section, but that 
these words could not take away the right given by section 2, sub-section 
(2). The material sections of the Shop Clubs Act, 1902, are as follow: 
Section 1.—‘* It shall be an offence under this Act if an employer shall make . 
it a condition of employment (4) That any workman shall discontinue his 
membership of any friendly society ; or (4) that any workman shall not 
become a member of any friendly — other than the shop club or thrift 
fund.’’ Section 2.—‘‘ It shall be au offence under this Act if an employer 
shall make it a condition of employment that any workman shall join a shop 
club or thrift fund unless the shop club or thnft fund is registered under 
the Friendly Societies Act, 1896, subject to the provisions of this Act. and 
certified under this Act by the Registrar of Friendly Societies. No shop 
club or thrift fund shall be so certified unless the Registrar of Friendly 
Societies is satistied: (@) That the shop club or thrift fund is one that 
affords to the workman benefits of a substantial kind in the form of con- 
tributions or benefits at the cost of the employer in addition to those 
provided by th- contributions of the workmen ; (6) that the shop club .r 
thrift fund is of a permanent character, and is not a society that annually 
or periodically divides its funds, and that no member of such shop club or 
thrift fund shall, except in accordance with the provisions of secticn 6 of 
this Act, be required to cease his membership in such shop club or thrift 
fund upon leaving the firm with which such club or fund is connect: d.’’ 
Section 3.—‘‘The regulations contained in the schedule of this Act shall 
apply to any shop club or thrift fund certified under this Act.’’ Section 6.— 
is tn any case where a workman by the conditions of his employment is a 
member of a shop club, he shall, upon his dismissal from, or upon leaving 
his employment, unless contrary to the rules of the club, have the option 
of remaining a member or having returned to him the amount of his share 
of the funds of the club, to be ascertained by actuarial calculation ; provided 
that every such member who shall exercise the option to remain a member 
of the club shall not, so long as he remains out of such employment, be 
entitled to take any part in the management of the club, or to vote in 





respect thereof.”’ 
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Kexewicn, J., said: The Shop Clubs Act of 1902 does not seem to 
present any great difficulty of construction. According to its title the Act 
is intended ‘‘to prohibit compulsory membership of unregistered shop 
clubs or thrift funds and to regulate such as are duly registered,’’ and the 
operative sections seem to carry that out tolerably plainly. The Act does 
not say that all existing shop clubs or thrift funds shall at once come to an 
end, or that all existing rules sha)l be at once abrogated. It provides that 
in the future all shop clubs or thrift funds shall be registered if certain 
rules which have hitherto been insisted upon are retained. Sections 1 and 
2 exemplify this policy of the Act. It does not say that an employer shall 
not, but it makes it an offence if an employer shall, make it a condition of 
employment to do either of the two things mentioned in section 1. I will 
assume what I venture to think is the reas»nable construction, that the 
making it a condition of continuous employment would be an offence, 
notwithstanding that it looks, and might be read grammatically, as only 
referring to the commencement of employment. Again, the same policy 
is exemplified in section 2, which enacts that ‘‘it shall be an offence under 
this Act if an employer shall make it a condition of employment that any 
workman shall join a shop club or thrift fund,’’ but it adds an exception 
*‘unless the shop club or thrift fund is registered under the Friendly 
Societies Act, 1896, subject to the provisions of this Act, and certified 
under this Act by the Registrar of Friendly Societies.’’ If it was regis- 
tered the rules have to be certified, and those rules may or may not provide 
that the workmen shall be precluded from making a claim against the 
fund. It is obvious from section 6 that the rules may provide that a 
workman shall not have the option therein mentioned, and it is clear that 
the Legislature did not in‘eud to preclude the Registrar of Friendly 
Societies from passing such a rule if he thought it was appropriate to the 
particular circumstances of the case. There is nothing in section 3 or in 
the schedule to shew that existing rules of an existing club should be 
abrogated. There is nothing to make it illegal for a society to 
go on according to existing rules, and nothing to make those 
existing rules impossible in law or fact. If the society does 
what is an offence under sections 1 and 2, it becomes liable for penalties, 
but that is outside the question which I have to consider. It has been 
said that the words ‘‘ rules of the club’’ in section 6 must mean the rules 
of the club certified by the Registrar of Friendly Societies on registration, 
but inasmuch as the Act dves not provide that existing rules shall be 
abrogated, or that they shall be submitted to the registrar and certified, it 
seems to me that there is no escape from the intention of the Legislature 
that the words ‘rules of the club” embraced any rules that might be in 
existence, and which therefore are continued notwithstanding the passing 
of the Act. If that be so, section 6 is perfectly plain, and the plaintiff is 
entitled to the relief he asks ‘‘ unless contrary to the rules of the club,”’ 
according to the rules of this club he is precluded from seeking this relief, 
therefore he sues for what the Act says he shall not have. Everything 
turned upon this, and the plaintiff has failed to make out that is entitled to 
any relief.—CotnseL, Stewart Smith, K.C.,and Ward Coldridge ; Warrington, 
K.C., and £, J. Elgood. Soutcrrors, L. Weatherley; Tyrrell Lewis, Lewis, 
& Broadbent. 

Reported by R. F. Stussive, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


Re INDIA RUBBER MANUFACTURING CO. (LIM.). 
Ist Dec. 


Company—WINbDING tp—Practice—Form or OrnpeR—Liwirep OrpER. 


This was a petition for the compulsory winding up of the above com- 
pany. The petitioners, offering to give a certain undertaking as to costs, 
asked for an order of a limited kind, such as was made by his lordship in 
the case of Re New Imperial Electric Lamp Co. (Limited) (Times, 19th of 
February, 1903). The order in that case provided that the winding-up 
proceedings under it were to be limited (until further directions) to such 
proceedings as might be necessary to obtain certain information as to the 
affairs of the company. 

Bucktey, J., in refusing the application, said that he had had communi- 
cations with persons who were specially conversant with the working out 
of these orders, and in particuiar with Mr. Stapylton Barnes, the Senior 
Official Registrar, and he had been informed that the orders as drawn up 
at present in a limited form were not useful. If there are no assets the 
proceedings are of no good, if there are assets the limited form of the order 
does not prevent expense being incurred. The form of the order does not 
accomplish the object he (the learned judge) had in view in making it — 
namely, to avoid expense, and he did not propose to make it in the 
future. Under the order in general form there is power to tax all the 
costs. The limited form of order therefore appears to do some harm and 
no good, and the general form of order is best. Application refused.— 
CovnseL, Stewart Smith, K C., and Clauson ; Buckmaster, K.C., and Waggett. 
Soxicrtors, Worthing:on, Evans, Bird, § Co. ; Oshorn & O-born. 


[Reported by Nevitte Tressutt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE BODEGA CO. (LIM.) AND fe THE COMPANIES 
1862 to 1890. Farwell, J. 25th and 26th Nov. 


Company—RervsaL to Recisrer Transrer or Suares—Lren on SHARES— 
ArticLe rrom Tarte A or Compantes Act, 1862—Dmerctor Con- 
CERNED IN Contract with CompaNy—Vacation or Orv1cE—Rp-ELECTION 
—Continuixe Contract—Remuneration or Dieecrors ny Lump Sum 
DistrisuTaBLe ny Masortry—Ricut to Recover as Money Hap anp 
Recetveo—Extra RumuNenaTION—ULTRA VIRES. 


Buckley, J. 


ACTS, 


Motion for an order directing the company to register a transfer of 
shares executed by the applicant, which they had refused to do on the 
alleged ground that they had a lien on the shares for moneys due to 


them by the applicant. It had been agreed between counsel, when before 
the judge on a former occasion, that his lordship should have power at the 





! ance of his work by the person for whom it was done, Jt was clear the 
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present hearing to decide the question of the applicant’s liability in regpeo 
of the said claim. Mr. Wolseley. the applicant, had been a director g 
the company for several years. The remuneration of the board was fixed 
by the articles of association at £1,400 a year, distributable among th, 
directors as the majority should determine. The directors were accustomeg 
to retire annually and were eligible for re-election, and Mr. Wolseley hag 
been re-elected on the 8th of July, 1901, and the 8th of July, 1902. The 
majority of the directors, acting on their powers aforesaid, had allocatey 
and paid to him, ont of the said annual remuneration, the amount 
following :—£236 9s 1d. between the 30th of January, 1901, and the 26th 
of June, 1901, and £744 2s. 3d. between the 3lst of July, 1901, and the 
Ist of February, 1903, making in all £980 11s. 4d. They had also by a 
resolution of the 17th of July, 1901, awarded him an additional sum of £40 
(not being part of the £1,400 for the year) ‘‘for his special and constant 
services during the past year,’’ this payment purporting to be made under 
the authority of article 744, which provided that the directors might employ 
any member of their body to perform any special services for the com. 
pany for such period and upon such terms as to remuneration or otherwise 
as they might think fit. The company now claimed repayment of ail these 
sums as money had and received, alleging that they had been paid in mistake 
of fact and for a consideration which had failed, and, to facilitate their claim, 
the directors, other than Wolseley, had renounced or assigned to the com- 
pany all rights they might have to the £980 11s. 4d. as being part of the 
fees of £1,400 a year payable to the board as a whole. The company based 
their claim on article 70 of their articles of association and on the facts 
stated below. Article 70 was as follows: ‘‘ The office of any director shall 
be vacated if he be concerned in, or participate in the profits of, any con- 
tract with the company, not disclosed to and authorized by the board.” 
In the year 1900 Robert Rodgers, the solicitor of the company, was 
instructed by the directors to enter into negotiations for the purchase of 
certain freehold property, and at a board meeting on the 19th of December, 
1900, he reported that he had completed the same at the price of £12,000, 
and he was authorized to enter into a contract on those terms. Shortly 
afterwards he informed the directors that he had secured the property, and 
bills of exchange for £1,200 were accordingly handed to him for the 
purpose of paying the deposit. The only contract signed by Rodgers was 
one made with Kidd, the vendor, on the 24th of December, 1900, and in 
this Rodgers was named as purchaser at the price of £8,000. Sub- 
sequently Rodgers prepared a conveyance of the property, in which it 
was recited that Kidd had ‘‘ lately contracted’’ with Rodgers for the sale 
to him of the premises for £8,000, and that Rodgers had agreed with the 
company to transfer to them the benetit of the contract on the terms that 
the company should pay to him £4,000. This deed was executed on tue 
24th of June, 1901, by Kidd and Rodgers, the former granting and the 
latter purporting to grant and confirm the premis+s to the company in 
consideration of £8,000 paid to Kidd and £4,000 paid to Rodgers, and it 
contained an acknowledgment of the payment ot each sum by these parties 
respectively. Rodgers concealed this deed from the company, but 
informed them that there bad been a proper conveyance by Kidd in con- 
sideration of £12,000. The actual facts came to the knowledge of 
Wolseley’s co-directors in June and July, 1902, and on the 10th of 
February, 1903, they learnt that by a secret agreement between Rodgers 
and Wolseley the latter was to share in the £4,000. Wolseley orally 
admitted that such was the case, and on the 25th of that month gave a 
formal acknowledgment in writing that he had, under the circumstances, 
vacated his office under article 70. In the meantime the £8,000 had been 
paid to Kidd, and Rodgers had admitted in writing that the £4,000 had 
not been and was not to be paid to himself, and he finally renounced ail 
claim to it in March, 1903. 


FARWELL, J., observed that the case was one of considerable demerit on 
the part of the applicant. The questions he would have to determine had 
been raised under the guise of a motion to rectify the company’s register. 
This was no doubt with a laudable desire to save expense, but there had 
not been a due agreement as to facts, and he must deal with the case on 
the assumption that Mr. Wolseley, the applicant, was bound by all 
admissions affecting Rodgers, though the former would be at liberty to 
rebut that presumption on a future occasion should he think fit. After 
stating the facts his lordship said it was clear that under article 70a 
director, concerned in such a contract as was there described, tpso facto 
vacated his office without anything being done by his co-directors. The 
decision of Kekewich, J., in Turnbull v. The West Riding athletic Club (10 
L. T. 92) must be distinguished. The contract in the present case was 
that made by Rodgers on the 24th of December, 1900, and Wolseley was 
concerned in it from the beginning, fer he and Rodgers were co con- 
spirators. He therefore vacated his office on that date, but this did not 
disqualify him from re-election. The contract was not, as was argued for 
the company, a continuing one, for nothing remained to be done under it 
after the 24th of June, 1901, when the property was conveyed to the 
company. A contract entered into once for all for a particular purpose 









only disqualified the director concerned in it during the current year of 


directorship. Mr. Wolseley was re-elected on the 8th of July, 1901, and 
there could be no right to repayment of fees, exceft for the period between 
December, 1900, and the 24th of June, 1901. As to the £400 paid for 
special services during the past year on the 17th of July, 1901, that was 
clearly ultra vires and must be refunded. As to the fees the question 
was more difficult. A person claiming repayment of money as paid under 
a mistake of fact must shew that the mistake was one which led to the 
payment. Ifthe company were liable to pay Wolseley these fees it must 
be by reason of a contract implied from their acceptance of his services a8 
if he were a director ; there was no express contract because he had ceased 
to be a director. It was put on the ground of quantum meruit; money was 
payable toa man for work done at the request implied from the accept- 
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= 
ompany would not have accepted Wolseley’s work if they had known 


what his position was. A request could only be implied from acceptance 
yith knowledge. Therefore, his lordship held the company could recover 
pack the fees for the period mentioned. Motion dismissed with costs. 
Order for payment of £236 9s. 1d. and £400 (the latter with interest) to 
the company. On payment, the company to rectify the register.—CotnsEL, 
Upjohn, K.C., and Galbrasth; Jenkins, K.C., and Neilson. Soxtcrrors, 


. Parker §& Richardson ; Gadsden § Treherne. 


| Reported by R. Hitt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 



































High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
REX v. TURNER. C.C.R. 27th Nov. 


CrnuxaL Law—Unviscuarcep Banxrvuet—Optarninc Crepir To Extent 
or £20 on Urwarps -MispemreaNnovun—Penrtiop oF Ivprisonment— DeEnrors 
Acr, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 62), ss. 11, 13, 14—Banknuptcy Act, 1883 (46 
& AT Vicr. c. 52), 8. 31. 

Case stated for the Court of Crown Cases Reserved. This was a case 
stated by F. A. Bosanquet, K:C., Common Serjeant of London. The 
prisoner was tried and convicted before the judge on an_ indictment 
under section 31 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), 
for obtaining credit exceeding £20 without disclosing that he was an un- 
discharged bankrupt. That section provides that a person committing 
such an offence may be punished as if guilty of a misdemeanour under the 
Debtors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 62). Section 11 of that Act specifies a 
number of misdemeanours for which a person adjvdged bankrupt is liable 
to be imprisoned with hard labour for two years. Section 13 specifies 
other miedemeanours, for which any person is liable to be imprisoned with 
hard labour for one year. The judge sentenced the prisoner to be 
imprisoned with hard labour for fifteen montbs, subject to the question 
whether he was liable to be punished as if guilty of a misdemeanour under 
section 11 of the Debtors Act, 1869. If the prisoner was only liable to be 
punished under section 13 the sentence was to be reduced to twelve months’ 
imprisonment with hard labour. 

Tne Covrr (Lord Atvenrstone, C.J., and Wrient, Kennepy, Darina, 
and Paittimorr, JJ.) reduced the sentence to twelve months. 


Lord Atverstonr, C.J., in giving judgment, said: On looking at section 
31 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, there was nothing to indicate to which of 
the sections of the Debtors Act, 1869, it referred, but on looking at 
sections 11, 13, and 14 of the latter Act it seemed to him (the learned 
judge) that a sentence of only twelve months could be passed on the 
prisoner, as section 31 of the Bankruptcy Act, which made the offence for 
which the prisoner in this case was indicted a misdemeanour, was very 
cognate to section 13 of the Debtors Act, which provides that a person 
who, in incurring any debt or liability has obtained credit by false pretences 
or other fraud, shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, and on conviction shall 
be liable to be imprisoned for any term not exceeding one year, with or 
without hard labour, 

The other learned judges concurred. Sentence reduced.—Counse, L. 
F. Lever ; Guy Stephenson, Sourcrrors, H. R. Newson; Director of Publie 


Prosecutions. 
[Reported by E. G. Srituwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


REX v. WYATT. C.C. R. 27th Nov. 


Cruxat Law—Fatse Prerences—Evipence or Crirat Acts Orner 
Tuan Tuosr Cuarncen—Evinence Tenpinc to Suew System—Apwsis- 
SIBILITY. 

Case stated by J. Willis Bund, Esq., the Chairman of Worcestershire 
Quarter Sessions, before whom the prisoner was tried on the 19th of 
October, 1903, on an indictment charging him with obtaining cre1it by 
false pretences to the amount of fourteen shillings and sixpence from one 
Rhoda Williams. There was a second count charging him with obtaining 
credit for the same amount from the same person by means of fraud other 
than false pretences. It was proved that the prisoner came to Mrs. 
Williams’ house and asked if she let apartments. She replied that she 
did, and he asked if she could take him. She asked for how long, and he 
replied for the night only. She agreed to take him in, and he asked for 
tea, and had achop, bread and butter, and cake. He had a bed and a 
He stayed on three days, and then owed fourteen shillings 


sitting-room 
and sixpence. Then, in consequence of somethiug the landlady had heard, 
she took bim the bill, but made out for four shillings and ninepence only, 


and asked for payment. Prisoner asked if she wanted it then particularly. 
She said she did, as she had information and had seen newspaper cuttings 
which led her to believe that he was the man who went about getting 
apartments and leaving without paying. Prisoner after a time admitted he 
was the man mentioned, and said he had nothing then, but would go and try 
to get something. He said that his luggage was detained at an hotel. He 
went away, and returned shortly offering the landlady one shilling, and 
asked her to let him stay. She refused, and he asked for his things and left. 
At the conclusion of the evidence for the prosecution the chairman stated 
that while there was ample evidence of a debt having been incurred and 
credit obtained, he thought that it was very doubtful it there was sufficent 
evidence to justify a jury in saying the credit was obtained by fraud. 
Counsel for the prosecution then proposed to call the hotel-keeper and 
other witnesses to prove that prisoner had had apartments at their houses 
and had left owing money. The chairman stated that he was very doubt- 
ful if such evidence was admissible, as it involved an inquiry into each of 
the different cases whether the prisoner had in each been guilty of a 
criminal offence—namely, obtaining credit by fraud, as obtaining credit 
Was not of itself an offence, and that this fact distinguished the case from 


those where evidence of different acts, such as passing false coin, can be 
given in evidence, and that to admit such evidence was, in effect, to try, 
not merely the case in the indictment, but also whether the prisoner had 
been guilty of fraud in a number of other cases not — in the 
indictment at the same time. The chairman admitted the evidence sub- 
ject to the statement of the present case, and assuming such evidence to 
be admissible, it proved the prisoner had gone to several houses and had 
left without paying, and still owed the money when he went to the house 
of the prosecutrix. The chairman directed the jury that to convict the 
prisoner they must be satisfied that he incurred a debt, that he obtained 
credit by means of fraud, and if they were satisfied that the prisoner went 
to the prosecutrix’s house without any intention of paying for his accom- 
modation they would be legally justitied in finding him guilty. The jury 
convicted the prisoner, and he was sentenced to two months’ 
imprisonment in the third division. The question of law for the 
determination of the court was whether on the above indictment 
the evidence of witnesses who proved that the prisoner had taken 
apartments with them and had left owing money was admissible. 
On behalf of the prisoner it was contended that where the element of acci- 
dent was absent evidence of the nature of that allowed in this case was 
inadmissible. The following cases were cited: Reg. v. Holt (9 W. R. 74, 
8 Cox 411), Reg. v. Oddy (5 Cox 210), Makin v. Attorney-General of New Sauth 
Wales (1894, A. C. 57), Reg. v. Flannagan and Higgins (15 Cox 403), Reg. v. 
Ollis (49 W. R. 76; 1900, 2 Q. B. 758,, and Reg. v. Rhodes (47 W. R. 121; 
1899, 1 Q. B. 77). 

Tar Covrr (Lord Atverstone, C J., and Wricut, Kennepy, Darutye, 
and Pariiimorr, JJ.) confirmed the conviction on the ground that, follow- 
ing the decisions in Reg. v. Rhodes and R-g. v. Ollis, the evidence was clearly 
admissible as tending to establish a system, and negativing accident or 
mistake or any reasonable or -honest motive the prisoner could have had, 
Conviction confirmed.—Covnse., R. W. Coventry; J. R. V. Marchant, 
Sonicirors, Blundelt, Gordon & Co., for S. Thornely, Worcester ; Ellis, Munday, 
§ Clarke, for Lambert & Rogers, Malvern. 

[Reported by E. G. Sti.iwewt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


REX v. ROUSE AND BURRELL. C.C.R. 27th Nov. 


CarminaL Law—Misrecertion or Evrpence—Iwevtations oN CHARACTER 
or ProsecuToR— QUESTIONS .AS 10 CHARACTER OF Prisonrr—CRIMINAL 
Evience Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vict. c. 36), s. 1 (F) (m.). 

Case stated for the opinion of the Court for Crown Cases Reserved. 
This case was tried before John de Grey, Esq., sitting as chairman of the 
Suffolk Quarter Sessions at Ipswich. The prisoners were mndicted for 
conspiring with other persons unknown by means of various false pretences 
to induce Thomas John Wright to sell to the prisoner Burrell a certain 
mare. In the prosecutor’s evidence he stated that in April, 1902, the 
prisoner Kouse offered to buy the mare of him on credit for the sum of 
£19. Rouse was called and in his cross-examination was asked by coun<el 
for the prosecution ‘‘ Did you ask the prosecutor to sell you the mare in 
April for £19, or has he invented all that?’’ The pri-oner replied, ‘‘ No ; 
it is a lie, and he is a liar.”’ Counsel fur the prosecution then proposed to 
ask the prisoner if he had not been in trouble before. Couusel for the 
defence objected that on the mere statement that the prosecutor was a liar, 
evidence as to the character of the prisoner was inadmissible, there 
being no other attack made on the prosecutor or his witnesses. The 
chairman admitted the evidence and the prisoner Rouse replied that he 
had been convicted of being q lsome, that he had been before the 

istrates for drunkenness, and lined 15s. or £1 for breaking a window. 

The prisoners were convicted and sentenced, Rouse to one month’s 

imprisonment with hard labour, and Burrell to three months’ imprison- 

ment with hard labour. The chairman made no allusion to Rouse’s 
character in summing up the case, and he did not consider that the 
answers that he gave as to his character had any effect upon the issue. 

The question for the court was whether the evidence was improperly 

admitted. Section 1 of the Criminal Evidence Act 1898, provides that: 

‘* Every person charged with an offence . . . shall be a competent witness 

for the defence at every stage of the proceedings. . . . Provided as 

follows: . . . (f) A person charged and called as a witness in pursuance of 
this Act shall not be asked, and if asked, sball not be required to answer, any 
questio: tending to shew that he has committed or been convicted of or 
been charged with any offence other than that wherewith he is then charged, 
or is of bad character unless—. . . (ii) he has personally or by his 
advocate asked questions of the witnesses for the prosecutivn with a view 
to-establish his own good character, or has given evidence of his good 
character, or the nature or conduct of the detence is such as to involve 
imputations on the character of the prosecutor or the witnesses for the 
prosecution.’”’” On behalf of the prisoners it was contended that the 
evidence was improperly admitted. ‘The following cases were cited : 

Reg. v. Gibson (35 W. R. 411, 18 Q. B. P. 537), R-g. v. Saunders (1899, 1 Q. B. 

490, 47 W. R. Dig. 46), and Reg. v. Marshalé (63 J. P. 36). 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Wricnr, Kennevy, Dartrne, 
and Puitimore, JJ.) quashed the convictions. 

Lord Arverstonr, C.J., in giving judgment, said the expression made 
use of by the prisoner was only his emphatic way of saying not guilty, and 
was not such an imputation on the character of the prosecutor as to bring 
the case within the words of section 1 (/) (ii.), and allow cross-examination 
of the prisoner as to his character. The evidence had been improperly 
admitted, and the convictions of both prisoners ought to be quashed. 

The other learned judges agreed. - Convictions quashed.—CovunseL, 
Ernest E. Wild; 4. W. F. Bagge; Walter Stewart. Sorscrrons, Dubois § 





Williame, for Chamberlain § Taylor, Lowestoft ; Nicholson, Graham, § Co., for 
Watson § Everitt, Lowestoft. 
(Reported by E, G. Stitiwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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REX v. GRAY. C.C.R. 27th Nov. 


Crimmyac Law—Practice- Apprat—Sratep Case—Ust or SHoRTHAND 
Nore or Evipence at Trrat—Rvtezs or Court, Ist Jung, 1850 (2) (5). 


This was a case stated by Mr. Commissioner Rentoul, sitting at the 
Central Criminal Court. On opening the case for the prisoner, counsel on 
his behalf asked leave of the court to refer to a transcript of the shorthand 
note taken of the evidence given at the trial, as without doing so it would 
be impossible for him to make the points clear that he wished to submit 
to the court. It appeared that the commissioner had signed the transcript 
of the shorthand note as being correct. 

Tuer Covrt (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Wricnt, Kennepy, DaRLInG, 
and Purm.rmore, JJ.) held that counsel could not do as he desired, and 
that the case must be sent back to be restated. 

Lord Atvexrstonz, C.J., in giving his decision that the court could not 
allow the shorthand notes to be referred to, said that under No. 2 of the 
Rules of Court dated the Ist of June, 1850 (see Archbold’s Crimival 
Practice (22nd ed.), pp. 250, 251), cases stated for the consideration of this 
court should briefly state the question or questions of law reserved and 
such facts only as raised the question or questions submitted. He (the 
learned judge) also desired to call attention to rule 5, which had not lately 
always been complied with, and which it was desirable should in future be 
observed—namely, that ‘‘ when any case ”’ stated for the consideration of 
the Court for Crown Cases Reserved ‘‘ is intended to be argued by counsel, 
or by the parties, notice thereof be given to the clerk of this court at least 
two days previously to the sitting of the said court,’’ so that the Crown 
Office might communicate with the parties if considered necessary. Case 
sent back to be restated.— Counsen, H. J. Rooth ; Arthur Hutton. Sowict- 
tors, Freke Palmer ; W. Moreton Phillips. 


[Reported by E. G. Stituwex.t, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re PARRY. Ex porte THE TRUSTEE v. WALTERS AND ANOTHER. 
Wright, J. 30th Nov. 


Banxruptcy—Avomance or Votuntary SerrLeMENtT—PURCHASER FOR 
VaLvantr Coxsmeration—Bankrvrrey Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 
s. 47. 


Motion by the trustee to set aside a post-nuptial settlement executed by 
the debtor within two years of the commencement of the bankruptcy. In 
1889 the bankrupt had executed a deed settling his property upou trustees, 
and the deed provided, amongst other things, that the trustees should pa) 
to the debtor the income arising from the settled funds. The trustees al:e 
were given power to revoke the settlement, either wholly or in part, at the 
request of the debtor, but such revocation was left entirely in their dis- 
cretion. At some date between 1899 and 1902 the debtor married. In 
1902 he was employed as purser on an Atlantic liner and got into 
trouble over his accounts, with the result that, in December, 1902, 
he was arrested in london on a charge of embezzlement and taken to 
Liverpool, where he was lodged in guol. He appealed to the trustees 
of the settlement of 1899 to find him bail, but they refused to do so, 
. except upon the terms of his executing the settlement now impeached 

by the trustee in bankruptcy. In consideration of the debtor executing 
this settlement, the trustees consented to the partial revocation of the 
earlier settlement to an extent sufficient to enable them to Fay out of 
the settled funds his then existing debts, and the money he was alleged 
to have embezzled, with the result that the charge against him was 
withdrawn. The new settlement differed from the earlier one in that 1t 
deprived the debtor of his right to the mcome of the settled funds, 
and left it entirely to the discretion of the trustees to pay or withhold 
such income. It also included a valuable reversion to which the debtor 
had become entitled since 1899. In March, 1903, a receiving order was 
made against the debtor, and he was adjudged bankrupt. A trustee 
was sppointed, who, after due inquiry into the circumstances under 
which the settlement was made, now moved to set it aside to such 
extent as was ecessary to provide for the payment of the debts in the 
bankruptcy upon the ground th+t it was not made in favour of a 
purchaser or incumbrancer for valuable covsideration, and consequently 
void against the trustee within section 47 of the Bavkruptcy Act, 1883. 

Waient, J., set aside the rettlement, stating that his view of the case 
depended chiefly on the fact thnt the earlier settlement was revocable. The 
settlor being anxious to get the present use of a portion of the settled 
funds was willing to bring other assets into settlement upon the terms that 
the trustees should exercise their discretion by consenting to the partial 
revocation of the earlier settlement. That could not be called a purchase 
for value within the doctrine laid down in Ex parte Hillman, Re Pumfrey (27 
W. R. 567, 10 Ch. D. 622): Hance v. Harding (36 W. R. 629, 20Q. B. D. 
732). The trustees did not purchase at any price whatever, they merely 
exercised their powers as trustees upon the terms that the trust should not 
suffer. It was not a bargain of purchase at all, merely a voluntary sub- 
stitution of one trust asset for another. Application allowed.—CovnserL, 
H. Reed, K.C., and Frank: Mellor ; Buckmaster, K.C., and Hansell, Sorrsct- 
tons, EB. M. Lazarus; Walters & Co. 


(Reported by P. M. France, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 








Lord Justice Stirling met with an accident last week owing to falling off 
the steps in getting a book from the shelves of the bookcase in his te 
room at the Law Courts, and was kept for some days from the bench. 
He has, however, we are glad to hear, recovered, 


Dec. § 1903. 


Law Societies. 
The Law Society. 


Smoxine Concert. 


For the first time in its annals, the classic hall of the Law Socie 
the building is of the severest order of Greek architecture—was on 
Thursday, the 26th ult., enlivened by the sounds of mirth, if not of 
revelry, indispensable to a well-ordered—and in this case everything was 
exceptionally well-ordered—smoking concert. On this particular evenin 
the president (Mr. E. J. Gray Hill, Liverpool), the vice-president (Mr. 
Thomas Rawle), and the Council were at aes “‘to meet the Principal 
the Readers and Tutors, the Students attending the Society’s Lectures and 
Classes, and the Members of the Law Students’ Debating Society.” 
Upwards of 250 gentlemen were present, amongst whom were the 
Vice-President, Mr. C. Mylne Barker, Mr. R. Ellett (Cirencester), Mr, W. 
H. Gray, Mr. F. E. Gribble, Sir Albert Rollit, M.P., LL.D., Mr. 
Samson (Manchester), and Mr. W. Melmoth Walters, members of the 
Council ; Mr, John Morris, Mr. E. F. Turner, Mr. Bradford, Mr. Edward 
Jenks, M.A., B.C.L. (Principal Director of Legal Studies), Mr. C. A, 
Montague Barlow, M.A., LL.D., and Mr. C. Robertson Dunlop M.A., 
B.C.L. (Readers), Mr. Thomas Baty, D.C.L., and Mr. Edgar B. Pymar, 
M.A., LL.D. (Tutors), of the teaching staff, and Mr. E. W. Williamson, 
secretary. 

The President received the guests in the smoking roum, which, with the 
members’ dining hall, are the only parts at present completed of the new 
wing which has been added to the society's building at the Chancery- 
lane and Carey-street corner. The room, which is of fine proportions 
and panelled with oak wainscoting, presented a very handsome appear- 
ance. In common with the dining hall, it is brilliantly lighted by a 
number of large pear-shaped globes depending from the ceiling, each 
ere a cluster of electric incandescent lamps; but whereas the upper 
part of the walls of the dining hall above the panelling have been left 
for a time a plain cream tint, the frieze of the smoking room has been 
decorated with a number of floral panels designed and painted by Mrs. 
Gray Hill. There are twenty-four in all, twenty-three adorning the 
frieze, and the last, and largest, which has, however, yet to be placed, 
filling up a blank space in the wainscoting over the mantelpiece. The 
overmantel of the dining-room is also decorated with a fine oil-painting by 
Mrs. Gray Hill of the Mountains of Moab, on the Dead Sea. Both the 
rooms are efficiently ventilated by powerful electric fans. Mrs. Gray 
Hill’s decorative panels in the smoke-room, and the two Eastern studies, 
one in the President’s room and the other in the new dining-room, are 
good examples of her art, illustrating, within the simple colour scheme 
to which she has been confined, the strong character of her work. The 


panels are treated in original fashion, inasmuch as, whilst not being 
wholly 


ty 


conventional in treatment, they yet fill and decorate 
the flat spaces and panels of the trieze very satisfactorily, 
Reticent as the panels are as to colour, the flowers being 
for the most part white or of very light hues set in dark 


backgrounds, harmonize very successfully with the general scheme of the 
room. The blooms selected are such as Hydrangeas, White Pointsettias, 
White Larkspur, White Delphinium, Amaryllis, and Lilium Lancifoliun. 
The exception to the general rule is furnished by the large picture framed 
in by the oak panelling over the fireplace, a panel of chrysanthemums, 
which is a blaze of colour. The painting of the Mountains of Moab 
decorating the overmantel in the dining-hall, painted in strong low 
reds and purples, is also very effective, and goes well with the oak 
wainscoting in which it is set, and with which the walls are panelled. 
The picture in the President’s room, the walls of which are lighter in 
tone, is painted accordingly, and in brighter tints, and represents a 
“View on the Pheenician Coast.” ; 

The Presipent, on taking the chair at the smoking concert which 
followed the reception, said: ‘‘I welcome you all here on behalf of the 
vice-president, the Council, and myself. e have a very talented and 
well-known company of singers here to-night, amongst whom there are a 
few of our own professional brethren who are known as the Moray Min- 
strels, and who have undertaken to begin our evening’s entertainment.’ 

And here it should be noted that the music and elocution were entirely 
furnished by members of the profession, no outside assistance having 
been called in. Nor, indeed, was it required, for the programme was in 
every respect an excellent one, and excellently carried out. ‘‘A few of 
the Moray Minstrels,’’ as the programme put it, under the direction of 
their conductor, Mr. John Foster, sang very charmingly at intervals a 
selection of glees and part songs, amongst them being the part song. 
“The Long Day Closes,’ composed expressly for the minstrels by Sulli 
van. There were sixteen of them, by the way, and Mr. Barker took his 
place among the basses. But this was not the only talent furnished by 
the Council, for its head, the president himself, declaimed with cultured 
dramatic power Othello’s speech before the Venetian Senate. Mr. E. F. 
Turner, too, gave a most amusing description of his sorrows in connection 





with an afternoon’s sail in a friends’ boat on the Thames. The complete 
programme was as follows, though some of the items were omitted 
towards the end from want of time: 
Part I. 

Pianoforte Solo...Mizza Hassein Khan...Persian Fantasie-—Ceo, Labling. 
Song...C. H. Gurmey.........cccccccceccseceeeeeesseeeeeeereeeeens “The Mermaid. 
Humorous Song...H. H. d’Egville...“‘ When I Went to the Bar —Sullivan. 
Song...A. W. Findlay...........:000c000+ ‘*An Evening Son —Blumenthal. 
| Recitation » FL, Heg...sercccccseesssrsegeovere jesse Our Flag ’’—Kipling. 
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Dec. 5 1903. 

Song...G. E. D, Warmington............... ‘Nita Gitana’’—Ernest Newton. 
Humorous Song...A. Wiltshire................+. ‘‘A Sort of a Kind of a—.” 
Song...W. G. “2 ee **Queen of the Earth ’’—Pinsuti. 
Recitation...H. H. Richardson..............-cssessees ‘*Leedle Jacob Strauss.’’ 
Song...P. B. Henderson............0..::csesseseecesssseeeeenees “T Fear no Foe.”’ 
Song...Leslie Williams.................0000+5 ‘“*Love, could I only Tell Thee.’’ 
Humorous Recitation...Edwin Bell...‘‘The Dream of Pierpont Morgan.”’ 

nterval. 

Part II. 
Pianoforte Solo...H. E. Drummond Lloyd......... ‘Caprice de Hongroise.”’ 
Song...G. E. D. Warmington............-....++. ‘“‘Blow, thou Winter Wind.”’ 
Recitation...B. F. Turner...............+.- “My First and Last Appearance.’ 
Song...C. H. Gurney............ ‘*Wie his Ande in the Word’’—Alma Gotz. 
“‘Since We Parted’’—Allitsen. 
Song...Hastings Rhodes................sseesseseees ‘*Nelson Gone a-Sailing.’’ 
SME CREE DE SMI 4 ocondcvcsssscasscnideqessasouatncendbasiysouenth **Selected.”’ 
Song...Leslio Williams...............ccscoree-sssesssersscceescesersrsssescsesecses soevneies 
**Waiter.”’ 


SRGCOU WOU: .<A. WEMERIID. «5... cnsensccscoccssseunsdeecsnecess sate qeins 

Recitation...W;. G. Ely...‘‘Speech of Serjeant Buzfuz : 

in Bardell v. Pickwick ’’—Dickens. 

Song...P. B. Henderson............... ‘‘Here’s a Health unto His Majesty.”’ 
‘*God Save the King.”’ 

When the interval was reached, 

Mr. W. E. Srneierton (assistant secretary of the Law Students’ De- 
bating Society) said he had been asked, on behalf of his society, to 
express its thanks for the excellent hospitality which had been afforded to 
its members that evening, and he thought he might also ask the president 
to convey to the Moray Minstrels their high appreciation of their very 
successful efforts to entertain the assembly. The fact that the invitation 
had been extended to the Law Students’ Society by the Council, and 
the fact that it was the members of that society who put into use for the 
first time this new and handsome apartment, and who desecrated it, or 
consecrated it, with the fumes of tobacco smoke, he thought, indicated 
that the Law Society and its president took a very large interest in law 
students and in legal education. And that that was a fact appeared most 
clearly from thé address, which many of them had had the pleasure of 
reading, which was delivered at Liverpool by the president a few weeks 
since. It ap d' from that address that the views of the president— 
and upon that subject they hoped to hear more from the president shortly 
—and the viéws of the Law Society, were of a’ most at mes and pro- 
gressive character. The object of the Law Society was, if he understood 
it, in the first place to secure the founding of a great legal university or 
law school in London, open not only to solicitors, but to barristers and 
to all who chose to attend it, where subjects should be taught not only in 
accordance with the requirements of professional examinations, but the 
subjects of Roman law, jurisprudence, international law, and all those 
matters which bound nations and peoples together in one great family. 
That was the first object. If the society was not successful in that, they 
had another object; they intended to secure for the legal profession an 
adequate and fair share of the funds now in the hands of the Attorney- 
General. That was a worthy object, and the Law Society proposed to 
expend the money they obtained in that way in remodelling the system 
of legal education, in substituting for the system of mere book reading, 
the main object of which was to pass the examinations, a system of 
tuition in regard to which students could come into personal contact with 
the tutors and with each other, and where from time to time there would 
be a sort of intercourse with experienced members of the profession, 
those who had had the struggle and who had prevailed. If that was the 
object to which this money was to be devoted, then it would meet with 
almost universal approval. And that such was the object appeared pretty 
clearly from what the Law Society had already done in inaugurating the 
new system of legal education, with Mr. Jenks at the head—Mr. Jenks 
whom they had the pleasure of seeing present, and who it was hoped 
during the course of ) era would open a debate of the Law Students’ 
Debating Society. That was one token. Another token of the objects 
the society had in view was indicated by the invitation which had been 
extended to the law students there this evening—that was an indication 
of the new spirit, or of the old — moving the Law Society, and was a 
source of great gratification to all law students in this country. 

The Prestpent observed that with regard to the great question of a 
legal university he could only say that he thought they were nearer 
the accomplishment of their hopes than they were when he delivered his 
address at Liverpool, and he did not think that they need for the present 
be troubling themselves with the alternative as to the distribution of 
funds. These would, he hoped, although no one could speak positively, 
be applied to the establishment of a university open to both branches of 
the profession. He must say that it did his heart good to see those who 
were present to-night: He thought it was a good augury for the new 
life in legal education that their first meeting, in what he would venture 
to call the beautiful room in which they were assembled, should be, 
although in the form of a smoking concert, a meeting between the 
Council and the law students. There was an Arabic proverb which said 
that the camel driver had his projects and the camel had his projects, 11 he 
might presume to consider the Council in the character of a camel driver, 
and if he might dare to consider the students in the character of a camel, 
it would come to this, that perhaps the Council had asked the students to 
be present on this occasion with somewhat different ideas from those 
which induced the students to come. They might have come simply for 
the evening’s amusement. But the Council had asked them, he frankly 
avowed it, because they wished them to feel that they were interested in 
the subject of legal education, and they wished to attract the students 


to the system which they had established. They had asked also the members 
of the Law Students’ Debating Society, some of whom were not, he took 
it, attending the lectures and law classes. The Council had made an 
arrangement which was peculiar and unusual, but he thought might be 
justified by the anticipation of success which they had with regard to it. 
They had asked the Law Students’ Debating Society to delegate two of 
their members to serve upon the society's al Education Gommitees. 
They must, of course, be members of the Law Society, otherwise they 
could not join a committee of the society. Therefore they could not 
exactly be students, but the Council hoped they would be young solicitors 
who had gone through the examinations recently, and who might be able 
to make to them suggestions which would be of service to them. He 
might say that that system had been established for a considerable time 
in the city of Liverpool, where he dwelt, and had been found to succeed 
extremely well. Now they had established a new system. Some of them 
might not be quite aware of all the advantages of that system. They 
knew what the Council had secured, in the person of their principal, Mr. 
Jenks, with the able tutors and assistants who acted with 8 And the 
Council aad, through the influence of the. Law Students’ Debating 
Society which would be brought to bear on its young members, that 
they would have a large and continuously increasing number 
of students coming to the lectures and 


classes. It was im- 
possible for him (the President) to attend all the lectures, 
because there was very great pressure on his time, but he 
had attended three, and he had never listened to anything so interest- 
ing and instructive as those lectures. He could most povengnly recom- 
mend them to all those students who did not attend them already, and 
he could most earnestly recommend them to come in and take advantage 
of the opportunities which were given to them. It had been said that 
Americans had gone ahead of us in the matter of legal education, as in 
many other matters, in the system in use at Harvard and other American 
universities. He had read a most interesting article upon this 
subject by his friend Professor Dicey, of Oxford. e had 
also received a letter on the subject from a friend of his, Pro- 
fessor Gregory, of Iowa University, to the same effect. He said that the 
system of discussion of cases been found to be, with the constant 
intercourse between the teacher and the pupil, of the greatest advantage. 
In that system everything depended on the persons who carried it out, 
and what he (the President) prided himself upon, and what they were so 
very much indebted to the late President, Sir Albert Rollit, for—because 
they had to thank him much more than they had to thank him (the Presi- 
dent), who had only followed in Sir Albert Rollit’s footsteps—what the 
Council prided themselves on, was the human interest. which was put into 
the matter by Mr. Jenks and by those who were acting with him. The 
success of these lectures and classes had been shown in a remarkable 
degree by the recent examinations for the final and the intermediate. 
With scarve an exception every one who had attended the lectures and 
classes and gone in for the examination had got through. Addressing 
particularly the members of the Law Students’ Debating Society, he 
observed that there were old members of the society present, and am t 
them was their greatly esteemed friend, one of the first members of the 
profession in the City of London, Mr. John Morris. Mr. John Morris 
was a member of the great firm of Ashurst, Morris, yon & Co., and he 
had written to him (the President) a few days ago to the following effect: 
‘Much over half a century ago and for some time previously I had been 
inquiring whether there was not a Law Students’ Society. I could not 

t any very satisfactory information. Even the porters at the Law 
Hociaty said they believed there were a few young gentlemen who met in 
one of the arbitration rooms, but that the meetings were very irregular, 
ete., etc. At last I woke up and made inquiries myself, ultimately 
found out the secretary. He only repeated pretty much what the porters 
told me, and said he was sorry there were only about a dozen, I think, 
and their meetings were very irregular, because, unless three or four 
came, it was not worth while their meeting, and so on, and so on, and 
that he was getting tired of it, and was going to shut it up, and he asked 
me if I would mind taking it. I said: * , 1 am a very busy man, but 
I will tell you what I will do. I'll take it for a year on the understanding 
that I am not to be asked to continue it beyond the year,’ and they were 
glad to accept my offer. During that year I reorganized everything from 
the foundation upwards, and, bit by bit, we new acquisitions, rules 
were established, fines inflicted for non-attendance, notices stuck up in 
the hall, library, ete., etc., and at the end of the year I handed it over 
to. one of the then yo members, our friend Howlett, who stuck to it 
for years and years. en I handed the secretaryship over to him, I 
took over the treasurership, which did not require much time. Many 
years after I retired altogether, and our friend Howlett was to take the 
chair at the summer dinner, I attended with one of my sons, and was 
quite astonished to see. how the little seedling I had planted many years 
before had grown up into a tree large enough to fill a very big reom 
somewhere in the West-end, with very spirited and enterprizing — 
fellows.”’ This was thanks to their friend Morris, and they were deligh 
to meet him there this evening after all that lo: riod of years. He (the 
President) also had a letter, it so happened, from Mr. Howlett. He regretted 
very much that the state of his health would not allow of his attendance. 
It would have been an especial pleasure to him (the President) to have met 
him there, and he knew it would indeed have been a pleasure to the 
members of the Law Students’ Debating Society, although he feared that 
few of them would remember their old secretary. Well, he thought that 
in the year 1859 he (the President) joined the Law Students’ Debating 
Society, and he saw present an old friend, Mr. Bradford, who was also 
a member at that time. He (the President) had to leave the society 


as he was away for many years; but he had rejoined three or four 
years ago, and was very much pleased indeed with the improvement 
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which had taken place in the debates. There were other old friends 
present, his friend Walters, who was a shining light when 
he (the President) joined. Well, now, he wanted those who 
belonged to the classes and lectures and did not belong to the 
debating society to join the society. He wanted them to co-ordinate 
themselves together, to learn the art of public speaking. It had im- 
mense advantages. In order to speak, one must think. One could not 
get up and make a fool of oneself. One had to think what one was going 
to say. Then one had got to say it, and if one was a wise-man, when he 
had done that he would sit down. ‘The art of public speaking was most 
useful in their profession. The county court was now open, as they were 
aware, or it would be on the 1st of January, 1905, to a much larger 
jurisdiction than heretofore. But he thought more about the opportunities 
which the art of public speaking gave to those men who availed them- 
selves of it to take their part in the councils of the community and the 
country when the time came to enable them to do so. Now, like a 
Liverpool man, he must go back to Liverpool. The last Lord Mayor of 
Liverpool, who entertained the society at the provincial meeting, was a 
solicitor; the present Lord Mayor was a solicitor, and the gentleman who 
put up in opposition to him in the City Council of 120 was a solicitor, so 
that he thought that the profession held their own there. Now, in London 
they ‘had their county council and their different mayoralties, and their 
opportunity of serving the country and of serving this great province of 
houses, this London, of which they ought to avail themselves. London was 
much behind in municipal affairs, and needed a practical man, a solicitor 
with the power of speaking, to get it out of the mess. Then there were 
Parliamentary honours, such as had been won by Sir Albert Rollit and 
Sir Henry Fowler. He did not want to call for any political 
demonstration either for or against, but there was another gentleman, 
a member of the solicitor branch of the profession, looming large 
in public view who was arousing attention to his talent for speaking, Mr. 
Lloyd George. They knew there was increasing competition every year 
in the profession. Why was this? It was because the public were learn- 
ing more. The public were getting to distrust Mumbo Jumbo. They 
wanted their business done in a thoroughly efficient way, and they 
wanted thoroughly efficient men to do it. The students would learn a 
great deal from attending these lectures and classes, but he wanted them 
not to forget to continue their education with the utmost vigour in 
regard to the practical part of their work. It might be distasteful at 
first ; and he remembered that when he first went into a solicitor’s office 
he thought the work hateful; he did not see any poetry in it at all. But 
he learned to like his work, and, after getting through the dull routine 
he got to the kernel and found it very interesting. Let him say one word 
about the Law Society. He wanted them as soon as they had passed 
and become admitted to make it-a point that they should become mem- 
bers of the Law Society. He was told that some of them did not know 
very well what the Law Society was—that some of them were under the 
impression that it was a Government department. It was not in a state of 
inefficiency, because it had taken up this great legal education question, 
It was not supercilious, because it had asked them there to-night. There 
could not be any Government department which was not either inefficient 
or supercilious, or both. In conclusion, might he as President and as one 
somewhat declining into the vale of years, having a long experience of 
life, and being one to whom years perhaps might to some extent have 
“brought the philosophic mind,’’ say to the law _ students 
and the general members of the profession that he thought he 
might give them a few words of advice. Knowledge, energy, 
and perseverance he presumed they had. If they had _ not, 
they would never achieve any real success in their profession. But 
by the mere possession of these they ran a certain risk. Finding that 
they could act or speak better than their fellows, they might be led to 
indulge in that over self-assertion which Matthew Arnold blamed so 
highly. ‘‘Be not puffed up.” In the transaction of business let them 
respect the susceptibilities of other people. Let them take care never to 
“sit in the seat of the scornful.’ They had but to reflect upon the lives of 
two remarkable men. different from one another upon all points but one, 
to see how difficult, nay, how impossible it was for the greatest powers of 
the human mind—he would not say to overcome, but even to stem the 
ower of resistance which the irritation and indignation of offended 
earis raised against a contemptuous demeanour. The great Lord West- 
ry, who was the chief legal power of his (the President’s) youth, and 
the late Mr. Whistler, who was so strong in the domain of art, were 
standing examples against the ‘‘gentle art of making enemies.’’ One 
precept more, perhaps in the solicitor profession the most important of 
all, ‘‘ Answer not a fool according to his folly.” 


DistTRIBUTION OF CERTIFICATES. 


Mr. Jenks next asked the President to be good enough to present the 
certificates of distinction which had been awarded to students of the Law 
Society’s classes at recent examinations. He said that with regard to 
one of the candidates, Mr. Alfred William Fryzer, he had achieved the 
remarkable result of obtaining 100 per cent. of marks in Criminal Law, 
which was, he believed, a record. Next to that gentleman came Mr. 
Walter F. Roch and Mr. Robert Charles Scott, both of whom had 
obtained double honours in Real and Personal Property and Criminal Law. 
Then there were Mr. John Frederick Eales, Mr, Edward Foss, and Mr. 
James Brook Lander, who had obtained certificates for Real and Personal 
Property and Conveyancing. All these gentlemen were studying for the 
final examination. Then there were three students who were studying for 
the intermediate examination who had achieved certificates of distinc- 
tion. They were Mr. Lawrence Ashbridge, Mr. Aubrey Torrington 
Chapple, and Mr. Cyril Leigh Maeval Langham. He would take the 


sure he spoke their mind—of saying that they had one and all been 
extremely gratified not only by the attention which students had given 
them in the lectures and classes, but by tne very kind and cordial per- 
sonal relations which existed between them during the short history of the 
scheme. He thought that in many respects the scheme had great promise 
in the future. But quite apart from the question of increasing numbers 
which was a very satisfactory feature, also quite apart from the 
interest taken in the scheme by the President, and the Council, which 
was a still more important and gratifying feature, they prided them- 
selves most of all, and they thought there was the most hope and promise 
for the future in the fact that the relations between teachers and students 
were most absolutely core and friendly, and he should like to take this 
opportunity of publicly acknowledging it. 
The PRESIDENT then distributed the certificates to the candidates. 









List or New Mempers or THE Soctrery. 


Archer, Charles Douglas Ward, 63, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C., proposed 
by W. T. S. Murr. 

Berryman, Frederick, Nottingham, proposed by A. Barlow. 

Bostock, Henry, Hyde, proposed by G. J. Westbrook. 

Carpenter, James Sidney, Bath, proposed by H. Hookway. 

Charlton, Thomas Frank, Kingston-on-Thames, proposed by H. K, 
Baker. 

Churton, William Arthur Vere, Chester, proposed by W. H. Churton. 

Coombs, Thomas Henry, Worcester, proposed by W. B. Hulme. 

Crellin, Henry, B.A., LL.M., Blackburn, proposed by J. W. Carter. 

Daw, Richard Arthur, Exeter, proposed by T. W. Burch. 

Evans- Vaughan, Frederick James, Bournemouth, proposed by E. H. 
Bone. 

Evers, Frank Percival, Stourbridge and Birmingham, proposed by 
E. Evershed. 

Hanson, Henry, Nottingham, proposed by A. Barlow. 

Harward, John Donaldson, Stourbridge and Birmingham, proposed by 
E. Evershed. 

Leadley-Brown, John Boschetti, Northwick, proposed by H. H. Cook. 

Lodder, George Frederick, Birmingham, proposed by T. Christophers. 

Longrigg, George Edmund, 10, Lancaster-place, W.C., proposed by 
H. R. Fargus. 

Middlebrook, Edwin Herbert, Leeds, proposed by H. Denison. 

Miller, John, Chorley, proposed by J. E. Gray- Hill. 

Moodie, Jobn, 2, Basingha)l-avenue, E.C., proposed by H. J. Moodie. 

Oldfield, Lionel Baring, 35, Bedford-row, W.C., proposed by A. C. 
Buckmaster. 

Parker, Wilfrid Watson, 48, Finsbury-square, E.C., proposed by W. I. 
Chamberlain. 

Pierce, James Hopley, Wrexham, proposed by S. L. Mumford. 

Plowman, John Tharp, Enfield, proposed by N. B. W. Bromley. 

Russell, Frederick, Ledbury and Malvern Link, proposed by H. VY. 
Smith. 

Simpson, Gerald Hemploe, Rugby, proposed by G. E. Rigden. 

Stanton, Francis, Chesterfield, proposed by J. E. Gray-Hill. 

Tarbet, William Henry, Exeter, proposed by T. W. Burch. 

Tarbolton, Alfred, Manchester, proposed by W. F. Hamilton. 

Wade, William Mercer, Leeds, proposed by H. Denison. 

Waldy, John Bradshaw, Cranleigh, proposed by C. J. 8. Harper. 

Walker, Frederic Arthur, Chesterfield, proposed by J. E. Gray-Hill. 


United Law Society. 


Nov. 30.—Mr. J. F. W. Galbraith presiding.—The subject for debate 
was ‘‘ That the discretion of the court was wrongly exercised in Con- 
stantinidi v. Constantinidi (Divorce—guilty petitioner—discretionary bar) ”’ 


(86 L. T..R. 71,72 L. J. P. D. & A. 82). Mr. C. H. Kirby moved the 
motion and Mr. A. H. Richardson opposed. The speakers included 
Messrs. R. H. Martin, N. Tebbutt, J. H. Sturgess, F. O. Clutton, and 
H. C. Bickmore. The motion was carried. 








The council of the borough of Hornsey, at their second meeting, held 
on Monday last ‘30th November), voted £200 to Mr. F. D. Askey, the 
town clerk, in recognition of his services in regard to obtaining the 
municipal charter of incorporation. 


Mr. W. T. Bayne, of Exeter, writing to the Zimes on Judicial Expedition, 
says: ‘‘ In reporting a case of manslaughter tried at the Hertford Assizes 
on the 19th ult., before Mr. Justice Lawrance, you say that the 
deceased died on the 16th of November, that the post mortem examination, 
the coroner’s inquest, and the magisterial inquiry were all held on the 
same day, andon that following the grand jury at the assizes returned a 
true bill against the prisoner. You add, ‘ This case is probably a record, 
both for Hertfordshire or any other county in Engldhd.’ I think I can 
relate a case of still greater judicial expedition. A woman was arrested by 
the Bristol police in the afternoon of a certain Monday upon a charge of 
embezzlement in Devon. She was conveyed to Exeter by an evening train, 
brought up the next morning before the county justices at their weekly 
sifting and committed for trial. It happened to be the firs! day of business 
at the assizes; the grand jury were sitting, the case came before them, and 
a true bill was returned. The prisoner was brought into court, pleaded 
guilty, and received a sentence of imprisonment from Mr. Justice Hawkins 
(Lord Brampton) within twenty-four hours of her arrest. The facts of the 
case came under my knowledge, as I happened to be the committing 





opportunity on behalf of himself and the members of the staff—he was 


magistrate on the occasion.”’ 
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Legal News. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


The firm of Messrs. T. F. Peacock & Fisnen, of 12, South-square, 
Gray’s-inn, London, has amalgamated its practice with that of Mr. ALBAN 
CpavassE, of 57, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, as and from the Ist inst., and 
the new firm will carry on its business under the name of Messrs. T. F. 
Peacock, Fisher, & Chavasse at the above-mentioned address. 


Dissolutions. 


Devereux Prircnarp, Tuomas Hencnman Prircuarp, and 
Freperrck Wu11amM EncG.ierretp, solicitors (Pritchard, Englefield, & 
(o.), Painters Hall, London. Nov. 20. So far as the said Henry 
Devereux Pritchard (who retires from the partnership) is concerned. The 
said Thomas Henchman Pritchard and Frederick William Englefield, will 
continue to carry on the business at Painters Hall aforesaid, under the 
same style or firm as heretofore. [ Gazette, Nov. 27. 


Harry Ceci. Kirtsy and Freperick Samve. Coiiincr, solicitors (Kilby 
& Collinge), 4land 42, High-street, Banbury. By the retirement of the said 
Frederick Samuel Collinge as and from the 28th day of November, 1903. 
The said Harry Cecil Kilby will continue the said business at the said 
address. [ Gazette, Dec. 1. 


HENRY 


, General. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Bucknill and Mr. Justice Walton will be the 
Christmas Vacation judges. 


Sir Francis Jeune is stated to be progressing favourably towards recovery 
from his illness, but it is not expected that he will resume his seat in 
court until after Christmas. 


[It is announced that Mr. Jesse Hind has resigned his a as 
clerk of the peace for the county of Nottinghani and clerk of the Notts 
County Council, which he has held for many years. 


Judge Bompas should have sat at Colne Connty Court on the 27th ult., 
but a telegram was received stating that his Honour was unable to attend 
through illness, and adjourning the court for a week to Nelson. 


His Honour Judge Sir T. W. Snagge, who was congratulated on taking 
his seat at Northampton County Court, on Wednesday, on the knighthood 
recently conferred upon him by the King, intimated to suitors, says the 
Standard, that he should decline to commit to prison on a judgment 
summons any defendant employed in Northampton whose wages were less 
than 20s. aweek. He added that where committal orders were applied for, 
the plaintiffs, and not debt collectors acting as their agents, must attend 
the court personally and tender evidence of means. 


Attendance was given this week, says the 7smes, at the Houses of Lords 
and Commons to receive plans and other documents in connection with 
private legislation for the ensuing session of 1904. The total number of 
deposits was 272, as compared with 294 at the corresponding period of 
last year. The-total of 272 was made up as follows: Railways, 26; tram- 
ways, 26; miscellaneous, 62; and provisional orders (including electric 
lighting), 158. The figures for last year were: Railways, 46; tramways, 
38; miscellaneous, 60; and provisional orders (including electric 
lighting), 150. 


What will the Attorney -(ieneral do with the proceeds of the sale of New- 
inn and Olifford’s-inn, asks the Globe. Some 200 different bodies have 
claimed a share of £130,000 in his hands. They are likely to be disap- 
pointed. A letter written by the President of the Law Society to the 
president of the Liverpool Law Society shews that the prospects of the 
creation of a School of Law in London have become brighter. ‘‘ I think 
you will find,’’ wrote Mr. Gray-Hill, ‘that the funds available from 
Clifford’s-inn and New-inn will be devoted to the establishment of a School 
of Law open to both branches of the profession. I cannot as yet speak 
positively, but I have reason for strongly hoping that such a school will 
be established.’’ 


For the first time in the history of the French bar, says the Paris 
correspondent of the Daily Mail, a female advocate ap’ to 
plead before a judge and jury at Toulouse in a criminal case. 
‘the name of the courageous lady is Mlle. Dilhan, twenty-six years 
of age, of medium height, neat figure, and features which change 
with every emotion to which she gives expressiou, Her eyex are clear 
and unflinching, and her voice persuasive, and as she disputed point 
by point the evidence against her client, this modern Portia, attired in her 
lawyer’s toque and toga, wade a charming and unusual picture. Mlle. 
Dilhan had a difficult task, for she was defending a woman named Dumas, 
accused of causing the death of her son-in-law, who was found lying 
stabbed in five places in the courtyard of a house in Toulouse, and died 
next day. But the lady barrister pleaded with so much skill and ardour 
that her client, instead of being condemned to a lifelong sentence for 
culpable homicide, got off with eighteen months’ imprisonment for 
aggravated assault. 


In a case of manslaughter tried at the Hereford Assizes, says the Fimes, 
the prosecuting counsel proposed to put in evidence as a dying declara- 
tion a statement made by the deceased in the prisoner’s presence. All 
the formalities prescribed were observed, with one exception. The 
Prisoner, though summoned to attend, was not served with a written 








notice; 31 & 32 Vict. c. 35, s. 6, prescribes that the statements may be 
read in evidence ‘‘ provided it be proved to the satisfaction of the court 
that reasonable notice has been served upon the person (whether prose- 
cutor or accused) against whom it is proposed to be read in evidence.’’ 
Mr. Thomas objected to the admissibility of the statement on the geo 
that though the accused was summoned to attend and did attend, he was 
not summoned by a written notice. He cited Reg. v. Shurmer (17 Q. B. D. 
323), which decided that the word ‘‘ served ’’ in the statute implies that 
the notice shall be written, and that an oral summons, even if complied 
with, is invalid. Mr. Justice Bigham, after reading the case, said that 
the objection was fatal, and ruled out the deposition. 


Lord Alverstone, presided on Tuesday, at the Portman Rooms, at a 
Bohemian concert in aid of the Royal Courts of Justice Staff Sick and 
Provident Fund. Mr. H. T. Eve, K.C., occupied the vice-chair, and 
there was a large audience. A musical entertainment of considerable 
length and great variety was provided. Lord Alverstone, in a brief speech, 
congratulated the members of the society on its continued success. He 
had taken an active interest in the fund since its commencement, and 
rejoiced to find that it was appreciated by the staff of the Law Courts. 
The membership had in from 90 to 116 in the course of the last few 
years, so they might feel that the society had met with practically 
universal — from all those who assisted in the various branches of 
work in the Law Courts. The society was in an extremely prosperous 
condition, and there was no doubt that it would be able to meet, and more 
than meet, its engagements. The value of the fund to-day was £3,270, 
and the liabilities of the society amounted to a little over £2,000, leaving a 
balance of about £1,200. That would permit a substantial increase in the 
pension fund. 


At the Lincoln Assizes on Wednesday in last week, says the 7imes, the 
case of Rex v. Keat was tried before Mr. Justice Channell. The defence 
set up in the case was an alibi, which had not been suggested before the 
magistrates. The solicitor who represented the prisoner the magis- 
trates was called as a witness,'and stated that after the justices had heard 
the witnesses for the Crown they retired, and on returning into court said 
they had decided that the case must go for trial. Thereupon he called no 
witnesses, and said that, on behalf of the prisoner, he reserved his defence. 
At that time the notes of what the witnesses for the defence were pre- 
pared to swear to were in his possession, and these witnesses were then 
ready and available to give testimony. He had followed a practice which 
during a long me of criminal courts he had always adopted and had 
always been followed by other practitioners. Mr. Justice Channell, in 
summing up to the jury, made the following observations: Some reference 
has been made by the solicitor for the prisoner to what I said elsewhere. 
Now, there is no doubt that advocates, whether barristers or solicitors, 
who are engaged in criminal defences are more often employed by the 
guilty than by the innocent. In criminal cases the person arrested is 
usually the guilty individual. Therefore, in the interest of their clients 
they have for many years been in the habit of reserving their defence. 
When the first inquiry takes place before the magistrates the case is 
merely gone into by the prosecution, and then the prisoner's solicitor 
says, ‘‘ I reserve my defence.’ The defence is never tested in any way 
until it comes to be given in the higher court. I have always regarded this 
— one not .y to serve Conan gee of justice. oe 
was the old practice, but things arec now. A few years , by 
an Act of Parliament prisoners in all cases were for the first time allowed 
to give evidence on their own behalf. Yet a prisoner comes here and tells for 
the first time a story which tothe experienced eye is a made-up story, but 
which often deceives the inexperienced, and juries are sometimes thereby 
misled. It is our duty to examine such a story carefully, and if it could 
have been told ut the first ‘Dportanity before the magistrates, when it 
could have been tested as to its truth, either then or in the interval before 
the case comes to be tried here, then you must regard it with grave 
suspicion. This Act has revolutionized the practice. It applies most 
strongly to what the prisoner has the opportunity of saying then, and says 
now for the first time. I always regard such evidence with strong 
suspicion. The story of the a/idi was not told before the i > 
though it is true that in this case the solicitor for the prisoner had notes 
of what the witnesses would prove. Had it been told then, six weeks ago, 
its truth could have been tested. 
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The Property Mart. 


Sale of the Ensuing Week. 


Dec. 10.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart,at 2: Freehold Ground-rents upon Seven 
Shops on East-bill, and 107 Houses in Eglantine-road, Herndon-road, and Knoll-road 
Wandsworth ; Belleville-road. Wakehurst-road, and Bennerley-road, Clapham Junc- 
tion ; and Southfields-road, Haldon-road. and Sedleigh-road, West-hill, Wandsworth, 
producing £78 13s. 8d. per annum (in Lots). Solicitors, Messrs. Barlow & Barlow, 
London. (See advertisement, Nov. 28, p. iii.) : 


Result of Sale. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriecp sold at the Mart, on Wednesday last, the Leasehold 
Property, 2 and 4, Edward-street, Hampstead road, N.W., for £460; a Profit Rental of £115 
per annum arising out of No. 4, Park-side, Knightsbridge, for £760; also Nos. 3 and 7, 
Park-side, Knightsbridge, and Freehold Ground-rent of £30 per 
per annum) arising out of Nos. 5 and 6, Park-side suld for £7,775. The total of sale being 
£8,995. 

Reversions AND Lire Pouicies. 


The same Firm also held their Fortnightly Periodical Sale No. 752 of the above interests 
at the Mart, E.C.,on Thursday last, when the majority of the lots were sold, the total 


being EVERSIO NS: £ 


Absolute to One-tenth of £7,000, also Contingent to another Tenth ; 
lives72and 77... 4 as ‘ nei is ‘ae 620 
—— to Freeholds and Leaseholds of estimated value of £3,260; 
ife 32 ans asd “i ins ~ oon oon 580 
Absolute to Freeholds estimated value £2,740; same life... on 700 
Absolute to One-third of £16,832; life 68 ie iss a 3,000 
Absolute to £2,857 India 34 per Cent. Stock ; life 68 ... 
LIFE POLICIES: 
For £500; life 58 . 
For £1,000 fully-paid ; life 6 
For £3,750; life51_—... 


7 . 72 
ee 500 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Noy. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x CHANCERY. 

Braysuays, Liniren (1x Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
: 23, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 

John Hartley Bla*kburn, East parade, Leeds. Postlethwaite, Leeds, solor 
Burnevis Vienna Steam Bakery, Limireo—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 24 
d to be heard Dec 8. Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq, solors for petner. Notice of 
eppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

7 


Ewxame.iep Correr Lerrer Co, Luutep—Creditors are required on or before Dec 15, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold 
Wotton, 50, Grantham rd, Stockwell. Miller, Lombard st, solor for liquidator. 

J. W. Tuomas & Co, Luntrep—Creditors are reyuired, on or before Dec 30, to send their 
names and addrevses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Cressweller Crab- 
tree, St George’s chmbrs, Hebden Bridge, York 

Kine Agruur’s Castite Hutect Co, Limtrep (In Vouunrary Liguipatios)—Creditors are 
requir-d, on or before Jan 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to M. H. Tyack, 7, Exchange bldgs, Swansea. Chilcott & Sons, 
Truro, solors for liquidator 

Late, Suirs, & Harvixa, Luutep -Cred tors are required, on or before Dec 28, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James George 
Saunders, 247, Wightman rd, Hornsey 

Laiep Brotuers, Limtrep (1n Votuntary Liguipation)—Creditors are required, «n or 
before Jan 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John eg Laird and John William Pritchard Laird, Birkenhead Iron 
Works, 93, Church st, Birkenhead. Stone & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidators 

Lucky Hirt Gotp Miyixe Co, Limirgp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 28, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
George Saunders, 247, Wightman rd, Hornsey 

Parer Excuance, Limirep —Petn for winding up, presented Nov 21, directed to be heari 
Dec'8. Bell & Co, Gt Trinity In, for Thomas & Francis, Cardiff, solors for pet co Notice 


annum (a moiety of £60 | 


LiverPoor Co-opERATIVE WAREHOUSING Co, Lim1rEp—Creditors are required, on or before’ 
Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
- a Stanley Dawson, 21, North John st, Liverpool. Batesons & Co, solors for 

iquidator 

Prrmasens Water Co, Limtrep (1x LiquipaTion—VotunTary WIinDING-UP)—AI] persons 
having any claims are requ to send in particulars, on or before Dec 15, to Edwm 
Fletcher, 31, Queen Victoria st 

Roserr Squire anv Co, Limirep, 54, King st West, Manchester, Harness Manufacturers— 
Creditors are required, on or before Dec 21, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims to Chapman & Brooks, John Dalton st, Manchester, 
solors for liquidator 

Suarre & Co, Lunrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 28. directed to be heard at 
the Townhall, Grimsby, Dec 9, at 12 o’clock. Grange & Wintringham, St. Mary’s 
chmbrs, Gt Grimsby, solors for petners Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 8 

Turret Stream Surrrine Co, Limirep ‘1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Thomas George Bowden, 42, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 


| 











| 
| Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Criarm. 
London Gazette.—Tursvay, Nov. 17. 
Gisson, WiuLiaM, Fairpark rd, Exeter Dec 20 Gibson v Zelley, Farwell and Swinfen 
Eady, JJ Harris, Southernhay, Exeter 
Jones, James, Manchester st, Oldham Dec 17 The Union Bank of Manchester, Ltd y 
Jones, Registrar, Manchester Mellodew, Bank chmbrs, Church In, Oldham 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 20. 


Kine, Wii.1AM Hicuam, Watling st rd, Fulwood, Lancs, Silk Mercer Dec22 Waterworth 
v Brown, Registrar, Preston Craven, Winckley sq, Preston 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or CLAM. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 27. 
Baituir, Rosa, Cheltenham Jan8 Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 
Baupersoy, CAROLINE, Shepherd’s Bush Jan8 Morten & Co, Newgate st 
moter” “ig Esrico Francesco Mopesro, Naples Jan 15 Simmons & Simmons, Cheap- 


side 

Brake, Trevert Jopn, Preston, Brighton Dec 31 Brook, South sq, Gray’s inn 

BousrieLp, CuarLorre, Lincoln Dec19 Tweed & Co, Lincoln 

Cuapman, Wi.t14m, Carriagton, Lincs, Farmer Dec 24 Walker & Co, Burgh le Marsh 

eee JonaTHaN, Nateby, nr Garstang, Lancs, Joiner Dec 30 Wlarke & Co, 

eston 

Corner, Roserr, Upper Norwood Jani1 Finch & Turner, Cannon st 

Corram, Jony, Shield field, Newcastle upon Tyne Dec 18 Ward, Newcastle upon Tyne 

CriTcHLey-SALmonson, BERNARD, Torquay Dec 31 Hooper & Woollen, Torquay a 

Daummonp, Epmunp Jonyston, Kimberley, 8 Africa Jan 31 Templeton & Cox, King’s 
Bench walk, Lemple ‘ ‘ 

Evuis, Harriet, Maidenhead Dec 24 Lovegrove & Durant, Windsor 

Evans, Euma, Tenby, Pembroke Dec 10 Jones Lloyd, Pem»roke Dock e ; 

Fenng.i, Mary Ann, Tamworth, Staffs Deo3l Wyatt & Co, Abingdon st, Westminster 

Francis, Exizaseru, Orpington Dec 31 Francis & How, Chesham, Bucks 

Feanors, Rosert, Orpington, Stockbroker Dec 31 Francis & How, Chesham 

GRESLEY, Ler tte an, Greenbank Turnditch, nr Derby Dec 21 

verpoo. 

Garmwoop, Thomas, Weeley, Essex. Dec 24 Howard & Co, Colchester 

Havcutun, Acick, Openshaw nr Manchester Jan5 Ellison, Ashton under Lyne 

Aravine, GzorGe Anruur, Upton Park, China Dealer Dec 14 Aldous, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Brax_e, Jesstz Evizaseta, Plymouth Dec i4 Brian, Plymouth M 

Hosen, Ricnarp Rowtey, Barton, Cambridge, Farmer Dec 30 Holben, Cambrid, 

Hupsretu, James, Byker Village, Newc.stle upon Tyne, Farmer Dec 23 Richardson & 
Elder, Newcastle upon Tyne f : 

Jeune, Emtty Evsaperu, Clapton Dec 28 Stones & Co, Finsbury circus - 

Jeune, Wittiam Mutter, Stcke Newington Dec 28 Stones & Co, Finsbury circus 

Jounson, Evizasetu, Sheffield Jan 1 ya & Co, Sheffield 


Laces & Co, 





Sapnens must reach the above-named not later than 6 v’clock in the afternoon of 


Sauissury Synvicate, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send their 
names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sugden & Harford, | 
10, Ironmonger In, solors for liquidators 

Sovutu-Westeen Puotocraruic Stores, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before | 

18, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to | 
Maurice Barnett, 203, Strand. Dyson & Co, Great Winchester st, solors for liquidator 

Wexvor Brewery, Linitep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 28, directed to be heard 
before Judge Owen, at the Town Hall, Cardiff, Dec 10,at 10am. Briggs & Co, 45, Full 
st. Derby solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Dec 9 

UNumITED 1x CHANCERY. 


Frenne & GALprairn, 27, Clement's In, Insurance Brokers—Creditors are required, on or | 
before Dec 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 


claims, to Frank Browning Wilson, 20, Bucklersbury. Sugden & Harford, Ironmonger 
ln, solors for trustee 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep 1x CHANCERY. 

Batis Anp Continentat Tea Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 21, | 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
eae Seeenee, Bush In House, Cannon st. Swann & Co, East India av, solors for | 

iq r = : 

Epwarp Cagsterx & Co, Luutxv—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 30 directed to be 
heard Dec 8. Hollams & Co, Mincing In, solors for company. Notice ot appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 7 

Execraio Instatuation Co, Limitrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 13, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to R. V. | 


| 
London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Dee. 1. | 
| 
| 
| 
1 


Critcbley, 6, St James's sq, Manchester. Sutton & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidator 


Jounson, GEorGE James, Stoke Newington Dec 23 Holder & Wood, Cheapside 

LITTLE, Sean, Brierley, Yorks Dec 31 Scholefield & Scholefield, Hemsworth, nr 
Wake: 

Parkes, JosePH, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Accountant Jan 31 Robeits, Bromsgrove 

Peart, Tuomas, Tetney, Lincs, Builder Dec 28 Barker, Gt Grimsby : 

Pitxinctox, Henry, Ormskirk, Surge m Dec 31_ Horrocks & Christian-Jones, Liverpool 

Portincer, Harrter Lovisa, ‘Thatcham, nr Newbury, Berks Jan 26 Sworder & 
Longmore, Hertford 

RopEewA.p, ALFRED Epwarp, Liverpool, Merchant Jan1 Rodewald & Co, Ball st, Liverpool 

ScHLIENGER, Victor, Camden rd, Wool Manufacturer’s Agent Dec 81 Selim, 
Mincing In 


| ScopELL, Frances Lucy, Paignton, Devon Dec 30 Eastley & Hastley, Paignton, Devon 
| Suort, Jouyn TreGertuen, St Ives, Cornwall Dec 19 Chellew, St Ives 


Sparkes, Ricnarp, Guildford, Solicitor Dec 24 Capron & Sparkes, Guildford 

Sruart-Syeut, Joun Gzoraz, Bromley Dec 31 Hores & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Sutton, ere Sunes Gresuam, Tring, Herts Dec 31 Peacock & Goddard, South 
sq, Gray’s inn 

Surton, Ricuarp, Nantwich, Furniture Dealer Dec 31_ Feltham, Crewe 

THRELFALL, Tuomas, Halsall, Lancs, Farmer Dec 24 Parr & Co, Ormskirk 

TuRELFALL, Evizaseti, Halsall Dec 24 Parr & Co, Ormskirk 

Trett, Jouy See Burgh 8t Margaret, Norfolk, Piumber Dec 9 

armou' 


Burton & Son, Gt 


| TuRNBULL, JAMES Nisbet, Sylhet, Assam, India Dec 21 Morgan & Co, Old Broad st 


Warp, Joun, Clacton on Sea Dec 31 Whitby, Philpot In 

Ware, Wiiuiam Cuirrox, Plymouth Dee 14 Brian, Plymouth | 

Wuiryty, Tuomas Wit11am, Shepton Mallet, Somerset, Veterinary Surgeon 
Nalder, Shepton Mallet if 

WILKINB80N, Jostau, Highgate Jani Peacock & Goddard, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Wiuls, Jouy, Llandudno Jan 24 Earle & Co, Manchester E 

Wisos, Henry Fox, Dulwich Dec 31 Brook, South sq, Gray’ inn 

Wister, Rosert, Newcastle upon Tyne Dec 23 Arnott & Co, Newcastle upon Tne 


Dec 30 








Chelmsford Pet Nov 23 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


Londm Gaxzette.—Fripay, Nov. 27. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 11 Ord Nov 25 


| 
Anbrews, Gnoecs James, Finsbury Park, Ironmonger | Duties toot tater” Poultry Breeder 
Avery, Ernest Tuomas Jonx, Monmouth, Grocer New- | Brapsuaw, Josepu, and Auice ELLen Brapsuaw, Summer- 
Mon seat, cs, Farmers Bolton Pet ( 
Baker omas WILLIAM, Leicester Leicester Pet Noy 24 | Bu.iock, Jonn W1i11Am, Clitheroe, Lancs, Carrier Black- 
Ord Nov 24 burn Pet Nov25 Ord Novy 25 


ov 7 Ord Nov 24 


Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 


Baryes, Jouy Gray, North Shoebury, Essex, Farm Bailiff 


| Beavrort, James. Bristol, Tobacconist Bristol Pet Nov 


Carr, James D, Harrogate, Builder York Pet Nov it 
Ord Nov 23 Ord Nov 28 ‘ ‘ 
Cuesteston, James Wit1iam, Leicester Leicester Pet 

Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

CieGo, Epmunp, Wardle, nr Rochdale, Farmer Rochdale 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Coven, Saver, Newington butts, Watchmaker High 

Ord Nov 25 Cowt Pet Novi Ord Nov 24 

Cross, Samvev, Tonypandy, Labuurer Pontypridd Pet 
Nov 21 Ord Noy 21 


Nov 23 








Dec. 
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Cuuen, Francis, Newtown, Malvern, Grocer , Worcester 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 


Daniel, Henry, Carmarthen, Butcher Carmarthen Pet 


Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Duprg®, Henry Arrnur, New Wandsworth, Blind Manu- 
facturer Wandsworth Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Eytwis.z, Josera, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, 
Stockbroker Manchester Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 25 

Evans, Taomas, Taibach,Glam,Grocer Neath Pet Nov 25 
Ord Nov 25 

GreesHoucH, Sam, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Harpine, Cuarves, Selsey, Sussex, Baker Brighton Pet 
Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Haywarp, Frank, Christchurch, Jeweller Poole Tet 
Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Hootey, Wittiam Hewry, and Joun Witxiam Taxnot, 
Rugby, Electrical Engineers Coventry Pet Nov 24 


Ord Nov 24 
Hoverton, Wrii11AM, Lowestoft, Carpenter Gt Yarmouth 
Surrey, Chartered 


Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Ketrann, H P C, Telford Park, 
Accountant High Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 25 

Kexpeick, Henry, Small Heath, Birmingham, Coal Mer- 
chant Birmingham Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Kitz. James, Birmingham, Draper Birmingham Pet 
Novi1l Ord Nov 24 

Layrox, Leonarp AuGustus, Cambridge, Hotel Proprietor 
Cambridge Pet Nov21 Ord Nov 21 

Mavay, Frevericnh Mantin, Duke st, 8t James’s High 
Court Pet Aug18 Ord Noy 25 

Morgan, Davip, Penywern, Dowlais, Glam, Collier 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov24 Ord Nov 2¢ 

Mostey, Tuomas, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Nov 25 
Ord Noy 25 

Narizr, E, Baker st Pet March 18 Ord 
Nov 2 

Owen, Tomas Curtstmas, Liverpool, Printer 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 24 

Roseets, Darius Rosser. Havley, Earthenware Manufac- 
turer Hanley Tet Nov 24 Ond Nov 24 

Ronivson, WiLL1Am, Longton, Staffs, Grocer Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Noy 24 Ord Nov 24 

Rostron, James, Bolton, Fruit Salesman Bolton Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Smpson, Catnertne Rosser, Pontypridd, Tea 
Pontypridd Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 25 

Siupson, Freverice, Leeds, Match Merchant Leeds Pet 
Noy 24 Ord Nov 24 

Sreztx, Ropert, Harrogate, Builder York Pet Nov 21 
Ord Nov 2t 

Srock, Harry, Haverhill, Suffolk, Cycle Maker Cambridge 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 2g 

Srovrrox, the Hon Atrrep, St James’s pl High Court 
Pet June 30 Ord Nov v3 

Stmner, Benxsamin, Aintree, Liverpool, Vet Surgeon 
Liverpool Pet Nov23 Ord Noy 23 

Sykes, Jozx Wictiz, Northwich, Printer 
25 O:d Nov 2 

TeaspaLE, Jouy, Winson Green, Birmingham, Labourer 
Birmingham Pet Nov25 Ord Nov 25 

Territt, ANNIE JANE, Perranporth, Cornwall Truro Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Noy 25 

Tuomrsoy, Henry, Leamore, Walsall, Grocer Walsall 
Pet Nov23 Ord Nov 23 

Taorntox, Jonn, Masbrongh, Rotherham, Yorks, Joiner 
Sheffi-ld Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Turners, ALFrepD, Witnesham, Suffolk, Miller 
Pet Oct 23 O.d Nov 21 

Wesster. Joun H, Portsdown rd, Theatricai Manager 
High Court Pet Sept 30 Ord Noy 23 

Waitt, Fanny. Kelfield, Yorks, Gardener York Tet 
Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Wiikixs, Wittiam, Birmingham Birmingham Pet Nov 25 
Ord Nov 25 

Wirks, Juunx, Hunslet, Leeds, Painter Pet Nov 23 
Ord Nov 28 

Wut.iams, Poitier, Bream, West Dean, 
Newport,Mon Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Woopgsson, Taomas Jonny, Folkestone, 
Canterbury Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Axprews, Groroe James, Finsbury Park, Ironmong2r 
Dec sat 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Argpiey, Tuomas Barker, Long Melford, Suffolk, Coal 
Merchant Dec8at2 Of Rec, 56, Princes st, Ipswich 

Asawortu, Epwin, Accrington, Ironmonger’s Assistant 
Dec 7 at 11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Basnes, Joux, Glossop, Derby, Milliner Dec 7 at 2.30 
Off Rec. Byrom st, chester 

Brut, Wituram, Aikton, Aikton, Cumberland, Innkeeper 
Dee 7 at3 Off Ree, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Cuamper, ANcUs Henry. Plumstead, Licensed Victualler 
Dec 7 at 1230 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Cray, Wittram Mosracur Cuaupe PreLuam, West Nor- 
wood Dec7 at 1245 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Conen, Samvr., Newington Butts, Watchmaker Dec 8 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cuctex, Feancis, Matvera, Worcester, Grocer Dec 5 at 
11.30 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Fisu, Frrpay Last,Gt Yarmouth Dec5at1 Off Rec, 

_ 8, King st, Norwich 

GreannouGn, Sam, Bradford, Painter Dec7 at3 Off Rec, 
29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Hootey, Wruuiamw Hesry, and Joux Witrram TALpor, 
hugby, Electrical Engineers Dec7ati2 Off Ree, 17 
Herttord st, Coventry 


High Court 


Liverpool 


D aler 


Crewe Pet Nov 


Ipswich 


Leeds 
Glos, Grocer 


Out Porter 


Howe, Wiii1am, Low Hesket, nr Carlisle, Steam Thresher | 


Dec 7 at 330 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Joxes, Huan Grirrira, Abergele, Denbigh 
Crpyt chmbrs, Kastgate row, Chester 
Loxc, Lawsz.u, Carlton, nr Newmarket, Farmer Dec 5 

at 12.30 Off Rec, 5 Petty Cury, Cambridge 
Macautey, Acyew McNerct, Southsea Dec 7 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 
Mappa.est, A, Southend on Sea, Builder Dec8 at 2.30 
ptey bldgs, Carey st 


Dec 7 at1 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 


Muxcer, axice, Bournemouth, Lodging house Keeper 


Dec 5 at 11 | 





Moy, Gzorczk Waturer, Willesborough, Kent. Tailor 
Dec 17 at 9.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury _ 

Nicuotsox, Mary Louisa, Keppel st, Russell sq, Boarding 
house Keeper Dec7at11 Banki:uptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Pareay, Wititam James, Longh»pe, Glos, Farmer Dee 5 
at12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Peraiss, Tomas, Oakengates, Salop, Greengrocer Dec 16 
at 1230 County Court Office. Madeley, Salop : 

Popo. Ronert James Aldeburgh on Sea, Suffolk, ‘Tailor 
Dee 18 at 230 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Pryce, Seuina Any, Lowestoft, Ironmonger Dec 7 at 1 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Rosreon, James, Bolton, Fruit Salesman Dec 7 at 3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 

Suawcross, THomas, Stockport, Insurance Ag nt D c 10 
at 10.15 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, St.ckport 

Simpson. Freperick. Leeds, Match Merchant Dee 7 at Li 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Svrrn, Epwix Varinerton, Streatham, Costumier Dec 7 at 

; 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Suirn, Harry Sipvey, Brighton, Naturalist Dec 10 at 
10.15 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs Brighton 

Svepp, MartL«np Epwarp, Lyneham, Wilts Dec7 at 11 

Ree. 38, Regent circus, Swindon 

Sparks, Epwin, Norwich, Cycle Agent Dec7 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Srerce, Roser, Harrogate, Builder Dec 7 at2.30 Off Rec, 
The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Srocktoy, Harry, San@bach, Che-hire Confectioner Dec8 
at 11 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 

SrovrtTox, the Hon Atrerep, St James’s pl, (ientleman 
Dec 7 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tuomas, Josern, Pontygwaith Glam, Collier Dec 7 at 3 
135, High st, Mer hyr Tydfil 

Turner, ALFRED, Witneham, Suffolk, Miller Dec 7 at 2 30 
Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Westsrook, Jonny, Thornton Heath, Builder Dec 8 at 11.30 
24, Railway SPP. London Bridge 

Wutre, Fanny, Kelfield, Yorks, Gardener Dee 7 at 3 15 
Off Ree, The Red House. Duncombe p|, York 

Wicks, Joun, Hunslet, Leeds, Painter Dec7 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Wooverrson, Tuomas Joun, Folkestone, Porter Dec 17 at 9 
Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
Avery, Ervxest Tuomas Joan, Monmouth, 
Newport, Mon Pet Nov 24 Ord Novy 24 
Baker, Toomas Wit11aM, Leicester Leicester Pet N sv 24 
Ord Nov 24 

Barnes, Jonn, Gloss vp, Derby, Draper 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 25 

Barses, Jonx Gray, North Shoeburv, Essex, Farm Bailiff 
Chelmsford Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Boscuer, Epwarp, ‘'wickenham Brentford 
Ord Nov 24 

Brapsnaw, Josern, and Auice EvLeyn Brapsaaw, Summer- 
seat, Lancs, Farmers Bolton Pet Nov 23 Ovd Nov 2% 

Butvock, Joan Wix11aM, Clitheroe, Lanes, Carmer Black- 
burn Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Bunce, James ALneat, Newport, I of W, Builder Newport 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 20 

Cuesterton, James Witiiam, Leicester 
Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Cuarke, Patrick Josera, North Shislds Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Sept 24 Ord Nov 21 

Cieac, Epmoxp, Wardle, nr Rochdale Farmer Rochdale 
Pei Nov 25 Ori Nov 25 

Cross, 8amureL, Tonypandy, Glam, Labourer Pontypridd 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Crowrner, F, Woodquest av, Herne Hill, Fish Salesman 
High Court Pet Aug 29 Ord Nov 24 

Cunuten, Francis, Newtown, Malvern, Grocer Worcester 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Daniet, Henry, Carmarthen, Butcher Carmarthen Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Epsunps, Osapian Pattr, Caerphilly, Glam, Boot Dealer 
Pontypridd Pet Novié Ord Nov 24 

Evans, Toomas, Taibach, Glam, Grocer Aberavon Pet 
Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 


Aston under Lyne 


Pet Sept 3 


Lvicester Pet 


Funne.i, Georee, Shenley, Herts, Baker Barnet Pet Oct | 


15 Ord Noy 21 

Greennovuen, Sam, Bradford, Painter Bradford Pet Nov 
23 Ord Nov 23 

Havit, Wittiam CHaries, Queen’s Ferry, Kent, Railway 
Station Master Chester Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 25 

Hamittron, Wit.iam, Albany st, Regent’s Park High Court 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 23 

HagpixG, Cuarves, Selsey, Sussex, Baker Brighton Pet 
Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Hoorey, Wituam Henry, and Joan Wittiam Tazo, 
= § , Electrical Engineer Coventry Pet Noy 24 
Ord Nov 24 

Hovcutoex, Wiii1am, Lowestoft, Carpenter Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Kenprick, Hevyry, Small Heath, Birmingbar. Coal 
Merchant Birmingham Pet Novy 23 Ord Nov 23 

Laytox, Leonarp Aveustus, Cambridge, Hotel’ Pro- 
prietor Cambiidge Pet Nov 2t Ord Nov 21 

Lurr, Tuomas Cuaagvzs, Tintern, Mon, Assistant Overseer 
Newport, Mon Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 25 

Morgan, Daviv, Penywern, lais, Glam, Collier 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 23 

Mos.tey, Tuomas, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Noy 
25 Ord Nov 25 

Neae, Georce, Fulbam Palace rd, Electrician High 
Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 23 

Perrixs, Tuomas, Oakengates, Salop, 
Madeley Pet Novi0 Ord Nov 24 

Rapouirre, L, Jermyn st, Piccadilly High Court Pet Oct 
2 Ord Nov 2t 

Rorerrs, Darius Rosser, Hanley, Earthenware Manufac- 
turee Ganley Pet Nov24 Ord Nov 24 

Rosinsoy, Wittiam, Longten, Grocer Stoke upon Trent 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Rostron. James, Bolton, Fruit Salesman Bolton Pet Nov 
23 Ord Nov 23 . 

Simpson, Freprarcx, Leeds, Match Merchant Leeds Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Sree.z, Roperr, Builder York Pet Nov 21 

Nov 21 


Greengrocer 


Srock, Harry, Haverhill, Suffolk, Cycle Maker Cam- 
bridge Pet Nov24 Ord Nov 24 

Sumyes, Bexvamin, Ain Liverpool, Vet Su 
Liverpool Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Sykes, Joz Wiis, Northwich, Printer Crewe Tet 
25 Ord Nov 2 as 

Trespate, Joux, Winson Green, Birmingham, Labower 
Rirminghem Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Tecureon, Maen’, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet Nov 23 
Ord Nov 23 ; 

Taoxunroy, Joun, Masbrough, Rotherham, York, Joiner 
Sheffield Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov25 __ ; 

Tuck, J W, Little St Andrew's st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet 14 Ord Nov 2 

Wurtz, Fanny, Kelfield, Yorks, Gardener York Pet 
Nov 21 Oni Nov 21 

Wicks, Joun, Hunslet, Painter Leeds Pet Nov 23 Ord 
Nov 23 

Wicurams, Patir, Bream, West Dean, Glos, Grocer New- 
port, Mon Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Woopersoy, Taomas Jouy, Folkestone, Porter Canterbury 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

London Gazete.—Tvesvay, Dee. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Artery, Jonn Wiiiam, Sunderland, Voal Merchant Sunder 
land Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 26 : 

Berry, Groree, Barrow in Furness, Furniture Deakr 
Rarrow in Furness Pet Nov 26 Ord Noy 24 

Brown, Cuastes Freperick, Armley, Leeds Leeds Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Brows, Sypvzy Tuomas, Luton, Schoolmaster Luton 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

BusuE.i, Taomas, Westbourne grove, Umbrella Manufac- 
turer High Cours Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 26 

Carrer, Raxpa, Liverpool, Confectioner Liverpool I’et 
Nov 28 Ord Noy 28 ; 

Carver, Joun AL¥YRED, Kingston upon Hall, Fruit Mer- 
chant Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Cursuotm, Henry, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Clerk Birken- 
head Pet Nov26 Ord Nov 26 f 

Coomns, Witt1am, Dowlais Top, Dowlais, Glam, Repairer 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 23 

Coorrr, Frep, Harden. nr Bingley, Innkeeper Bradford 





G ocer | 


Pet N v26 Ord Nov 26 
Eppy, Harry Water Wit.iamu, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, 
Coach Builder Bangor Pet Nov 27 Ord nov 27 
| Ecsros, Joun Carr, Houghton le spring, Durham, Builder 
Durham Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 faa 
Fox, Emma Marra, Upton Park, Essex, Milliner High 
Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 “e 
| Gaines, Coorer, & Co, Leadenhall st, Shipping Agents 
High Court Pet Sept11 Ord Nov26 — 
Hares, Rovext, Sporle, Norfulk, Wheelwright 
Lynn Pet Nov28 Ord Nov 28 ’ 
Honove, Vicror, Maddox st, Regent st, Financial Agent 
High Court Pet Nov27 Ord Nov 27 
Huckett, Taowas, Lower Clapton, Lead Merchant High 
Court Pet Nov25 Ord Nov 25 
Hurcarxsoy, Cecit Fatxpateax, Drogheda, Ireland, Trainer 
igh Court Pet Oct Ord Nov 27 : 
Incram, Artavr, Leicester, Boot Clicker Leicester Tet 
Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 
Isox, Frepertck Wiii1am, King’s Norton, Worcester 
Birmingham Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 27 
Joux, Jostan, The Glanne Wells, nr Builth, B econ, Mineral 
Water Proprietor Newtown Pet Nov16 Ord Noy 27 
Jouxs, Hevusy, Liverpool, Lobacconist Liverpool Pet 
Nov 19 Ocd Nev 26 
Jusy, Freperick Wriiam. Middleton, Norfolk, Grocer 
King's Lynn Pet Nov 26 Ord Novy 26 


King’s 





Lirt.e, Jouws HarGraves, Seacombe, Cheshire, Tobacconist 

| Birkenhead Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 27 

Makriort, Saucet, Woodville, Builder Burton on Trent 

| Pet Nov27 O:d Nov 27 

Mason, Joun, Preston, Tea Merchant Preston I’et Nov 
14 Ord Nov 27 
Nurse, James Puarren, Kelling, Norfolk, Farmer Nor- 
wich Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

| O'Suuiivay, Trmoruy, Dowlais, Glam Merthyr Tydfil 

Pet Nov 27 O:d Nov 27 

| Parrerson, Ernest MacFeraipce, Moorgate, Solicitor 

igh Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 28 

Payye, Freperick, Birmingham, Glass Cutter Birming- 
ham_ Pet Nov26 Ord Nov z6 E 

Perey, Henry Feeperick, Islington High Court Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Novy 26 3 

Proryy, Grorce Samogs, Sparkhil, Birmingham, Gun 
Barrel Filer Birmingham Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Ranperson, ALBERT Epwarp, Gainsborough, China Dealer 
Lincolu Pet Nov 27 Ord Noy 27 : 

Rosinsox, Ricuarp, Fulwood, nr Preston, Wine Merchant 
Preston Pet Nov 16 OrdNov27 | 

RosENTHAL, Jacos, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Noy 27 

Rowe, Joun, Hudderstield, Drayman Huddersfield Pet 
Nov 27 Od Nov 27 ‘ ; 

Rossevv. Georer, Coll ngham pl, Kensington High Court 
Pet Nov25 Ord Nov 25 : 

Sat, James, Chesterton, nr Leamington, Farmer War- 
wick Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Scort, Vicror, Williamstown, Glam, Watchmaker Tonty- 
pridd Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 : 

SHack.Eerox, Wittr1am, Rochdale, Coach Builder Rochdale 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Si.versToxe, Harris, Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet Nov 
26 Ond Nov 26 

Srencer, Freperick Cuaries, Plymouth, Greengrocer 
Plymouth Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Srepnens, Winuiam, and Nicaotas Marriy Sreruens, 
Earlestown, Lancs, Builders Warringwn Pet Nov x7 
Ord Noy 27 

Srorr, Jonn Wester, Dudley, Electrical Engineer Dud- 
ley Pet Nov '1 Ord Noy 27 

Taarre, James Vincent, and Freprsick Georce Eves 
Union e, Old Broad st, Timber Merchants High Court 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov +6 

Tavron, Josera, and Frep Tayrtor, West Raped 
Cartwright Sunderland Pct Nov 25 Ord Nov 

Norfuik, Licensed 





orace, North 
Norwich 


Tnuurstox, e, 
Victualler Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 2 
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Toogoop, Samvet James, Bristol, Hardware Dealer Bristol 
Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 


We tts, Tuomas, Hart’s Hill, nr Dudley, Scrap Iron Dealer 


Dudley Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 26 

Went, S A. Leadenhall st, Tea Merchant 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 26 

Wray, Ceci. Eecleshill. SORE Engineer 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 1 

Woop, Wittiram, and Rr CHARD WInFiewp. 
Auctioneers Leicester Pet Noy 26 Ord Novy 26 


High Court 
Bradford 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baker, Tuomas Wiit1am, Leicester Dec 9 at 12.30 Off Re2, 1, | 
Dec | 
Off | 


Berridge st, Leicester 

Bazevey, Josern, Northampton, Cycle Manufacture 
9at11.30 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Beacrort, James, Bristol, Tobacconist Dec 9 at 11.30 
Rec, 26, Baldwia st, Bri-tol 

Berry, Georce, Barrow in Furness, Furniture Dealer Dee 
9 at 11.45 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Furness 

Botprox. Tuomas, Fittleworth, Sussex, Poultry 
D-e 10 at 230 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Boyiricr, Atnert, Weybridge, Silversmith Dec 9 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 


BrapsHaw Josepa, and Arice EvLen Brapsnaw, Summer- | 


seat, Lancs, Farmers Dec 9 at 10 19, Exchange st, 
Bolt n 

Brown, Cuartes Freperick, Armley, Leeds 
Off Rec. 22, Park row, s 

Buryett, Wituram Joun. Kingston upon Hull, Clothier 
Dec 9 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 


Busne.t, Tuomas, Westbourne grove, Umbrella Manufac- | 


turer Dec 9at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Carrer, Ratrn, Liverpool, Confectioner Dec 9 at 12 Off 
Rec, 35. Victoria st. Liverpool 

Carr. 
Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl. York 

Curstertox, James Witiiam, Leicester Dec 9at 12 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Coates, Epwry, Bentham, Yorks. Innkeeper Dec 12 at 11 
Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st. Barrow in Furness 

Cooper, Frep, Harden nr Bingley, Yorks, Innkeeper Dec 
10 at 2.30 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel s*, Bradford 

D ALLE y, Tuomas Ca. DWRLL, Stoke’ upon Trent 

230 Off Ree, 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
9 at 11 


Dec 9 at 

Reicion, Hewsry, Carmarthen, Butcher Dec Off 
Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Davies, Wiit1amM Jouy, and Jouw Jones, Aberdare, China 
Dealers Decillat2 135, Bigh st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Epmuunps, Osapian Puiiir, Caerphilly, Glam, Shoe Dealer 
Dec9at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Epwarps, Joux, Hanley, Grocer Dec 10 at 12 
Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 

Fox, Emma Maria, Upton Park, Essex, Milliner Dec 11 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Grave, Foster, Chancery In, Solicitor Dec 10 at11 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Haves, Rosert, Sporle, Norfolk, Wheelwright 
10.30 Court house, King’s Lynn 

Hari, Wiriuiam Cuarwes, Queen’s Ferry, Flint, Railzay 
Stationmaster Dec10at10.80 Crypt chmbrs, Kastgate 
row, Chester 

Hagpriyc. Coarves, Selsey, Sussex, Balser 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Hou GutTox, Wiii1am, Lowestoft, Carpenter 
* Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Jounsox, F, Merton Park, Wimbiedon 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Joxxs. Daxret, Port Talbot, Glam, Grocer Dec 10 at 12 
Off Rec. 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Jusy. Freverick Wir1i1am, Middleton, Norfolk, Grocer 
Dec 10 at 10.15 Court house, King's Lynn 

Lvrtos, Lisumanx, Flookburgh, Cark in Cartmel, Painter 
Dec 11 at 11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Furness 

Moreax, Davin, Glyncoch Mill Farm, nr Pontypridd, Glam, 
Dairy Farmer Dec 10 at 3 135, High st, Merthyr 
Tsdfil 

Mosiey. Tuomas, Leicester, Builder Dec 10 at 12 
1. Berridge st, Leicester 

Nurse, James Pratren, Kelling, Norfolk, Farmer 
at1 Off Rer, 8. King st, Norwich 

Parr, Feascis, Birmiumgham, Perambulator Fittings Manu- 
facturer Dec 9at1l1 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Perry, Hexey Feepenick, Islington Decliat12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Raspersox, ALvert Epwarp, Gainsborough, China Dealer 
Dec 10 at 12.39 Off Rec. 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Rowr, Joux, Huddersfield, Drayrran Dec 10 at 3 
Pruden‘ial bldgs, New st, Huddersfield 

Russevy, Georee. Collingbam pl, Kensington 
Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Scamupier, Ricuarp, Church, Lanes, Farm Labourer Dec 9 
atl1 County ?—~ House, Blackburn 

Srevenxsox, Percy, Brecknock rd, Camden Tuwn, 
Dee 9 at11 Bankruptey bldgs, C: arey st 

Srocx, Harry. Haverhill, Suffolk, Cycle Maker Dec 9 at 
245 Town Hall, Haverhill 

Sykes, Joz Wie. Northwich, Printer 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Taarrz, Janes Vincext, and Freprnicx Grorc 
Tnion ct, Old Broad st, Timber Merctants 
Rankrnptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tayioz, Taomuas, Underbarrow, Westmoreland, 
Dec 12 at 11.15 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 
Furness 

Tuvrstox, Horace, North Creake, Norfolk, 
Victualler Dec 12 at 12.20 Off Rec, 8, King st, 

Toocoop, Sanver Janurs, Bristol, Hardware 
at11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Wessrtrn, Joux H, Portsdown 1d, Theatrical Manager Dec 
9at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Corey st 

Wersen, Evwanp, Thornaby on Tees, Undertaker Dec 16 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert st, Middle: esbrough 

West, 8 A, Leadenhall st, Tea Merchant Dec 10 at 12 
Bankru bldgs, Carey st 

Whrrenover, Atszet Evuvxy, Manchester, General Com- | 


North 


Dee 10 at 


Dec 10 at 10.45 
Dee 12 at 12 


Dec 9 at 


Off Rec, 
Dec 12 


Off Rec, 


Dec 10 at 11 
Grocer 
Dec 


11 at 11 


32 Evens, 
ec 11 at 11 
Farmer 
Barrow io 


Licensed 
Norwich 
Dealer Dec 9 


Agent Dec9at 2.30 Off Kec, Byrom st, Man- | 


Leicester, | 


Dec 9 at 11 | 


James Dixon, Harrogate, Builder Dec 10 at 12 30 


} Hee 
12.30 | 


| Marriort, Samurri, Woodville, Derby, Builder 
Nicnoisoys, Mary 


Agent Dec9ati11.15 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Bar- 
row in Furness 
Witciams, Epwix, Askam in Furness, Painter Dec 9 at 11 
Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
Woop, Wiitiam, and Ricuarp 
| Auctioneers Dec 9 at 3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
| Wray, Ceci, Eccleshill, Bradford, M. chanical Engineer 
Dec l0at3 Off Ree, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 27: 


Wixrie.p, Leicester, 


| WIrkinson, Bastt Tuomas, Barrow in Furness, Insurance 


Suawcross. Josera, Stockport, Insurance Agent Dec 10 at 
10.15 Off Rec, County chmb:s, Market pl, Stockport 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bate, Wituam Tomas, Greenwich, 
Greenwich Pet Aug 31 Ord Novy 27 
3AZELEY, JoOserH, Northampton, 
Northampton Pet Nov2t Ord Nov 2 


| Beavrort, James, Bristol, Tobacconist Bristol Pet Nov | 
Breeder | 
| Berry, 


1t Ord Nov 27 

Grorcz, Barrow in Furness, 
Barrow in Furness Pet Nov 26 

PoLprow, 
Brighton Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 27 

Braxp, Witu1am Twapp.e, Wallsend, Northumberland, 
Fruiterer Newcastle onTyne PetNovi3s Ord 

Brown, Cuartes Freperick, Armley, Leeds Leeds Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Brows, James ARTHUR, 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 21 

Carr, James D, Harrogate, Builder 
Ord Nov 25 


Furniture Dealer 
Ord Nov 26 


Southwell, Notts 


| Carver, Jonn Atrarp, Kingston upon Hull, Fruit Mer- | 


chant Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 


Coomes. Wittiam, Dowlais Top, Dowlais, Repairer Merthyr | 
Ty 


dfil Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Frep, Harden, vr Bingley, Innkeeper Bradford 
Ord Noy 26 

#rick ln, Bethnal Green, Timber Mer- 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 28 


Coot "ER, 
Pet Nov 26 
Diamonp, Isaac, 
chant High Court 


Russevt, Brighton. Timber Merchants Brighton Pet 
Nov 13 Ord Nov 27 

Eppy, Harry WaALTer WILLIAM, Denbigh, 
Coachbuilder Bargor Pet Nov 27 ‘ov 27 


Colwyn Bay, 
Ord N 


Eu.is, James, Chariton, Kent, Surveyor Greenwich Pet | 


Sept 17 Ord Nov 20 

E.stos, Joux Carr, Houghton le Spring, Durham, Builder 
Durham Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Farrneap, ALFrep, Westcliff on Sea, Builder High Court 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 27 

Foskett, Leonarp Herserr. Brighton, Playwright Greep- 
wich Pet July 8 Ord Nov 27 

Fox, Euma Marta, Upton Park, Milliner High Court Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Ganptyer, Barry Epwiy, Aldersgate st, Huberdasher High 
Court Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 27 

Grave, Foster, Chancery In, Solicitor High Court Pet 
Noy 28 Ord Nov 29 

Hates, Rorert, Sporle, Norfolk, Wheelwright 
Lynn Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 28 

Hoxour, Victor, Maddox st, Regent st, Financial Agent 

High Court Pet Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

Karr, Tuomas, Lower Clapton, Lead Merchant High 

Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Nov 25 

Ixcram, Artuur, Leicester, Boot Clicker Leicester 
Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

JouNs, Heptey, Liv rpovl, 
Nov 19 Ord Nov 27 

Jusy, Freperick WIt.iam, 
King’s Lynn Pet Nov 26 

Kirz, James. Birmingham, Draper 
Nov ll Ord Nov 27 

Kissam, Astor, Gucklersbury, Syndicate Promoter High 
Court Pet June 22 Ord Nov 25 


King’s 


Pet 


Tobacconist Liverpool 


Ord Nov 26 
Birmingham 


Trent Tet ing 27 ~Ord Nov 27 
house Keep: er High Court Pet Novi8 Ord Noy 28 

Nvurse, James PLarven. Kelling, Norfolk, 'armer Norwich 
Pet Nov 26 urd Nov 26 

O’ScLuitv 
Nov 27 

Owen, THoMAS, 
Ord Nov 28 

Pane, Frawcis, 
Fittings Manufacturer 
Nov 28 

PAYNE, 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 28 

Henry Freverics, Islington 

Ord Novy 26 

Pronys, Grorce Samvuet, Sparkhill, Birmingham, Gun 
Barrel Filer Birmingham Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Pryce, Seuina Ann, Lowestoft, Ironmong-r Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 28 

Raxpersoy, Ateert Epwarp Gainsborough, Chiaa Dealer 
Lincoln Pet Nov 27 Ouid Nov 77 

tower, Jouy, Huddersfield, Drayman Huddersfield Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 

COTT, 
pridd Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 

Sn ackLeton, Wiiviam, Rochdale, Coach Builder Rochdale 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 


Ord Novy 27 
Liverpool, Printer 


Birmingham, Warwick, Perambulator 
Birmingham Pet Nov17 Ord 


Peery, 


Nov 26 


High Court Pet 


Strverstoxe, Haragis, Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet Nov | 


26 Ord Nov 26 

Simmons, Wittiam Hesxry, Birmingham, House Painter 
Birmingham Pet Nov 21 ©O.d Nov v7 

Sripson, Caraeatneé Rosser, Lianishen, Tea Dealer 
pridd Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 27 

SoLromons, Soria, and Leon Rosy, Colonial av, Minories, 
Furriers High Court Vet Oct 18 Ord Nov 26 

Srexcen, Faeorrewk Cuances, Plymouth, Greengrocer 
Plymouth Pet Nov 27 Ord Novy 27 

Sreruzxs, Witiiam, and Nicao.as Martis Srerunns, 
Earlestown, Lancs, Builders Warrington Tet Nov 27 

rd Noy 27 


l’onty- 


| Woop, 


Hotel Manaver 


ie] Manufacturer | 
Tuomas, Fittleworth. Sussex, Poultry Breeder 


Niv2 93 CO 


Nottingham 
York Pet Nov ll 


| INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; 


care of * Solicitors’ Journal’ 





Middleton, Norfolk, Grecer | 


| Earnestly 
Pet | 


Burton on | 


Lovisa, Keppel st, Russell sq, Boarding | 


AN, Timotiy, Dowlais Glam Merthyr Tsdfil Pet 


Liverpool Pet Nov 7 | 


Freperick, Birmingham, Glass Cutter Birmingham | 
sey : —_— MEM | & Forward, Solicitors. 


| Foreign) introduced for British Isles and Abroad ; 
Victor, Williamstown, Glam, Watchmaker, Ponty- 


| at prices greatly reduced, are 
| post-free upon application to W. 
| Department, 186, Strand, London, W.C. 


Taytor, Josern, and Freo Tayitor, West Hart 
Cartwrights Sunderland Pet Nov25 Ord Nov$ 

Tuurstox, Horace, North Creake, Norfolk, 
Victualler Norwich Pet Nov 28° Ord Nov 28 

Watus, Asyer, Seething In, Flour Broker High g 
Pet Sept11 Ord Nov 28 

Wirxiss. Wii 11am, Birmingham Birmingham Pe 
25 Ord Nov 27 

Wixson, WIL11Am, eee, Cheshire Manchester 5 
Sept 24 Ord Nov 

WILLIAM, 

Auctioneers 


WINFIELD. Leigg 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 9 


a RicHARD 
Leicester 


| Woops, Frank Wiu11Am, Surbiton rd, Surrey High 


Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 24 

Wray, Ceciu. Eccleshill, Bradford, Bradi 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Novy 26 

Wrynonpe, Tuomas Herzerr, Rider st, St James’, Enging 
High Gourt Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 26 


Engineer 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVI, 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


Isaacs, Epwarp Aprauam, Warwick rd, Maida Vy 
Stationer High Court Rec Ord Oct 7, 1893 Adja 
Oct 10,1898 Rese and Annul Nov 27, 1903 


SLATERS, 
DETECTIVES. 


302 Bank, 








Telephon ., 


HENRY SLATER, Manager, 
1, Basinghall-street, E.C, 


R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., contimy 

to PREPARE for the SOL IC ITORS’ FINAL al 
payment by resi 
—Partivulars on application, personally or by letter, atg 





\ 


| Chancery Lane, W. 
Eapre, Freperick Victor, ani THomas Epwarp Wixom | 





AW. — Vacancy for an Articled Clerk: 
.4 Conveyancing and gene oral prac tice.— Address B, W, 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, Wf 





DVERTISER (19) Requires Situation « 


i Junior Clerk in Solicitor’s Office in London; Typ 


writing, fair Shorthand ; salary (about) £1 a week. G,¢(, 


18, Vere-street, W.C. 


CONVEYANCING CLERK, accustomel 
to Lands Clauses Acts Purchases, "wanted by afm 
of Solicitors at Westmmster.—Apply, X., care of Waterloy 
Brothers & Layton, Limited, Birchin-lane, E.C. 


IVIL SERVICE COMMISSION. 
FORTHCOMING EXAMINATION. 


CLERKS of the FIRST DIVISION in the ESTA 
DUTY OFFICE, LONDON ( 17th December. 
The date specified is the latest at which applications ea 











| be received. They must be made on a to be obtained, 


with particulars, from the Szcrerary, Civil Service Cou- 


| mission, Burlington-gardens, London, W. 
Pet | 





‘| ST. GILES CSRIETT AN MISSION, 
unded in 1860 
SOLICITS “ANNUAL 8 “SUBSCRIPTIONS and 
TION 
ITS WORK IS CONSTANTL a COMMENDED 
by Judges and Magistrate. 
Bankers —Messrs. Barclay & Co., 54, Lombard-street, B,C. 
Any information can be obtained from, and contr: ibutiot 
can be sent to the Superintendent, 
WHEAT ‘LEY, 
4, Ampton-street, Regent-square, London, W.C. 


AM YARD SOUP KITCHEN 
HOSPICE, 1846. 

President—H.R.H. The DUKE OF CAMBRIDGE, KG. 
The Committee earnestly APPEAL for FUNDS for w@ 
Relief, Coals, and Christmas Dinners to 1,000 poor familie, 
20 beds in Hospice. Open all the year. They gratefully 
acknowledge a Legacy of £100 from the Executrix of th 
late Charles Saxton, Exsq., Solicitor, per Messrs. Bowermat 





and 


W. H. ASH, Treasurer, 
Lt.-Col. G. E. PERRYN, Hon. See. 
Ham-yard, Gt. Windmill-st., Piccadilly-circus, W. 


M ADAME AUBERT’S GOVERNESS ai 
i SCHOOL AGENCY (Established 1880), 
Regent-street, W.—Resident, Daily, and Visiting ‘Gove- 
nesses, Lady Professors and ‘Teache rs, Reépétitrices 
Chaperons, Companions, Lady House keepers (English ao 


Schools 


——— 





and Educational Homes recommended. 





| f1.0 BOOKBUYBRS and LIBRARIANS 


FREE LIBRARIES.—The December Catalogue of 
valuable Second-hand Works and New Remainders, off 
now ready, and will be sa 
H. Switu & Soy, Libmy 


———e 


\ TRAND OFFICES (the best position, ne 
\ Somerset House, and three minutes from the Le 
Courts).—To be Let, with immediate possession, @& 
light Offices; passenger lift te each floor; electric light 
rents from £50 per annum.— ents, Gasretr, Wal 
Po.axp, 16, Hanover-street, W.; or the Max aves, 
Cabins (1901), Limited, 352 and 353, Strand, W.C 








THEP 


